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FOREWORD 


It is with great pleasure that | respond to the request of 
Sri Raja Gururajacharya, Kavitilaka, President of the Sri 
Parimala publishing House, Nanjangud to write a foreword 
to this Philosophical work. Mr. H. N, Raghavendrachar’s 
Monism of Dvaita is the darkness of mght; the Parimala 
Publishing House with its handsome and magnanimous-minded 
President may be likened to the eastern horizon itself with 
the bright morning sun radiating the ght of Sri Madhva's 
Tattva-Vada. 

The Monism of Sri Madhva 1s @ purely heretical notian 
which has assumed the proportion of exciting a keen contro- 
versy not because it has anything in the Sastras to support it, 
but because its propounder Mr. H. N. R. bears a Vidwat- 
diploma and the book he has written 1s published by the 
Mysore University. Pouranikaratnam Holavanahall: Sesha- 
charya, who is the guru of Mr. H. N. R. Supports it somehow, 
Rajasevasakta Prot. A. R. Wadia who was the teacher of Mr, 
H, N, R. in the College has written a foreword to his book, 
‘‘The Dvaita pnilosopny and its place in the Vedanta” 
stating that ‘Mr. H. N. R. has argued with cogeney how 
in essence Madhvacherya is & monist though the exigencies 
of nomenclature led him to call his philosophy Dvaitism 
to distinguish it from the moaism of Sankara and Rama- 
nuja alike.” Obviously, toe Professor believed that Mr. 
H. N. R's conceptions of derived reality of the world, 
sole reality in Dvaita, of God as the creator of alt and giver 
of reality to all, source of reality to even eternal things and 
svarupa srshti of eternal entities etc., were faithful to the 
Sastras. The confusion was worse confounded by reports 
that the work of Mr. H. N. R. was approved by heads of 
Madhva Mutts. When | sought permission of the University 
to publish a eriticism of Mr. H, N. R.'s book, | received a reply 
Noa. 4836, of 10th June 1942 which while granting me permission, 
stated that Mr. H. N. R.’s book was approved by eminent heads of 
certain Madhva Mutts and the writer had had an execilent re- 
ception in Madras and in other places on account of his work, 
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After the publication of my book “ Dvaita Pradipa and 
Tattva Sikshe,” Sri Seshacharya also wrote to news papers 
that the present Swamiji of Sri Raghavendraswamin Mutt had 
written to him in a letter dated 1€~6—1943 that his Holiness 
had not approved my book of criticism. All these factors 
have heated the matter of controversy to the melting point 
andthe result of it 1s no doubt obvious to thinking minds, 
The dross cf monism in Dvaita will be burnt up and the pure 
gold of Dvaita will shine bright as ever, like burnished gold. 


The only truth about the several reports mentioned 
above is that Mr. H. N. R.’s work has met with downright con- 
demnaticn from everv quarter except from the Advaita Maha 
Mandali who were so pleased by seeing Sri Madhva prosely- 
tised into an Advaitinon the piges of Mr. H N. R's book 
that they even conferred a title upon him, subject to the 
sanction of theie elders; Rao Bahadur, K S. Ramaswamy 
Sastry BA., B.L., Retired Sub-Judge who presided at a lecture 
delivered by Mr. H.N. R. in Madras also spoke approvingly 
when he heard that Dvaita was an Ekatattva-vada, a form of 
Advaita, A few people who have no thorough knowledge 
of Dvaita may also support Mr. H. N. R. No head of 
any eminent Madhva Mutt has approved the book; nor 
has any reception been given to Mr. H. N. R. in con- 
nection with this book. Indeed the author even received 
a too hot reception at Bangalore, Sri Madhva Sangha, 
last year when he gave expression to some of his queer 
views. With regard to my book of eriticism the Swamiji 
was not asked for opimon, nor could he express his opnion @S 
my book was not even written in full on 16—6—1943. Ifthe 
entire letter referred to by Sri Seshacharya is published, the 
public will know how damaging it is to the position cf Sri 
Seshacharya himseif. But of that confidential matter nothit B 
need be said here. Suffice it to say that neither the Swamiji 
of Sr Raghavendraswamin Mutt nor the head of any other 
Madhva Mutt can possibly approve such illogical views as thase 
of Mr. H. N. R. and countenance the act of alleging irrational 
doctrines to Sri Madhva, the reputed Sarvagnacharya. 
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A curious inability—almsst inexplieable—to distinguish 
between the poorvapaksha interpretations of Srutis and the 
Siddhanta interpretations of them by Sri Madhva and 
secondly between the poorvapakshr positions to Sri Madhva 
and his Siddhanta positions and thirdly a totally odd concep- 
tion of definitions of Monism and Pluralism, ete. have been 
the basis of this startling novelty of Sri Madhva's monism 
presented by Mr.H.N.R. in the article under review. But Sri 
Madhva has not called himself an Advaitin anywere, nor 
has any scholar of Sri Madhva so far called his system 
monism. Mr. H. N. R. has represented Sri Madhva as a 
monist and states that it is Sri Madhva’s own view, not his 
(Mr. H. N. R’s) own view of Sri Madhva, If he had stated that, 
in his opinion, Sri Madhva’s philosophy descends to monism 
considering certain features of thought, the gravity of the 
controversy would have changed altogether. But now, itis a 
charge of mtisrepresentation that Mr. H. N. R. has to clear him- 
self from. Secondly, Dvaita Philosophy is still a living philo- 
sophy, and is studied minutely by numerous persons. Any 
changed interpretation of such a popular system is sure to be 
disputed unless proper causes can be shown in justification of 
such a changed exposition. | have taught the philosophy to 
Many students these fifteen years; and not one has given me 
the surprise of @ monistic presentation of Dvaita in his 
answer book at any time. It is impessible to read monism 
into Dvaita literature, The test of a biography is its faithful- 
ness to the life portrayed. So too a work of philosophy must 
first faithfully expound the doctrine of the philosopher in 
question and then critically consider those views in the hght 
of recognised standards of modern philosophic thought by 
using words in harmony with tradition and authoritative 
usage. This book by Ci. Vedavyasachar invites Mr. H. N. R, 
to fulfil his obligations to Dvaita phiiosophy first m the 
interests of Truth and next in the interests of numerous 
scholars who have felt his exposition a sacrilege to their 
sacred system. 
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The writer of the intreduction to this Look is a well- 
known scholar in Dvaita. His scholarship is the result of 
minute comparative study of several systems of thought, 
Eastern and Western ; and its excellence is acknowledged by 
no less an authority than the late lamented Sri Satya Dhyana 
Thirtha Sri Swamiji, the pontiff of Sri Uttaradi Mutt who was 
revered as the very incarnation of Sri Madhva’s teachings, 
Mr. H. Subba Rao 1s an unquestionable recognised authority 
on the tersest problems in Dvaita philosophy and his works 
on behalf of the late Sri Satya Dhyana Thirtha Sri Swamiji 
are an evidence of philosophical acumen of the highest 
order, The publication of Mr. Subba Rao’s “ Js Sri Madhva a. 
Monist ?” will be the fulfilment of the promise made in this 
book, 


Chiranjivi H. K. Vedavyasachar is the son of Sri Vidwan 
Krishnacharya {of Chitaidurg) who became the late pontiff 
of Sri Raghavendra Swamin Mutt. He began his studies in 
philosophy under his uncle and has developed his knowledge 
remarkably in recent years, {n this book, he has exposed Mr. 
H.N. R's position with perfect clearness and has argued with 
unimpeachable cogency of argument and unchallengeable 
support of the Sastras how in essence Sri Madhva is the 
maintainer of a particular form of uncompromising dualism, 
(the dualism of Svatantra-Paratantra) hesides pointing out the 
fallacies of reasoning in Mr. H. N. R's article. The book is 
written, says Ch. Vedavyasachar, in order to set young minds 
in the right path of acquiring knowledge of Dvaita, and ta 
convert Mr. H. N. R. himself. | wish him success in his 
enterprise and recommend the book to unstinting encourage- 
ment on the part of the public and the University. 


Sri Raghavendra Prasad, 
MYSORE, D, VASUDEVACHARYA. 
9th December 1943. 


PREFACE 


Two years ago, when a discussion arose in Sri Mantralaya 
respecting the faithfulness of Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s 
work: ‘The Dvaita Philosophy and its place in the Vedanta,” 
1 began to search the Dvaita philosophy in the originals for 
any support in them toa monistic presertation of the teach- 
ings of Sri Madhva. And now two months ago, in course of 
a discussion with my friend, Mr. K. V. Rao, Medical Practi- 
tioner, Nanjangud, the idea of writing a critical pamphlet on 
Mr. H N. Raghavendrachar’s article, (Sri Madhva's concep- 
tion of Svatantra p. 1-36 Mysore University Journal Vol. IV 
1943 November) entered my m'nd. The voice of my Professor 
dictated the manner of my work, the method of presenting 
ideas and the expression to be used. ! am therefore drateful 
to my beloved teacher, Professor C. R. Narasimhs Sastri M.A., 
for his advice ‘to keep the controversy clear of all rersona- 
Iities and conduet it in the spirit of poet Tasore’s message to 
the Maharaja's College. “Insult not Truth for fear of Man.’ 
i must thank my friend Mr. K. V. Rao himself for lending me 
his copy of the article for use and prompting m« to write this 
by his stimulating questionaire. My learned brother Vidwan 
K. Srimvasacharya, Siromani has furnished me with copious 
references (which could not be exhausted in this little volume) 
and has blessed me with explanations of many passages. My 
respected teacher Mr. H. Subba Rao has guiced me through- 
out tne preparation of this book with innumerable suggestions. 
and corrections, besides adorning the book with the Introduc_ 
tion. | may call this a Primer of Dvaita philosophy based on 
@ repeated study of his manuscript work: "Is Sri Madhva a 
Monist? or the Necessity of Pluralism.” Pand:taratnam 
Nerur Krishnacharya, Nyayabhushana Mahavidwan D. 
Krishnamurthyacharys, Mahavidwan Vidwanmani D, Vasu- 
devacharya have helped me with profound and illuminating 
suggestions. To Professor D. Vasudevacharya in particular, 
1am indebted also for the foreword to this book, I thank 
my uncle and Guru Vidvadbhushana Bhimacharya for ex- 
planing certain Candrike and Sudba passages. 
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Next, !thank Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar himself for 
having inaugurated a new line of debate respecting the funda- 
mentals of Dvaita by presenting the Antaryamitva-vada (the 
goctrine of immanence) as Advaita-vada. For this controversy 
sharpened my mind and taught me more than | learnt from 
volumes of books. ‘ Nothing can be without God; So God is 
the only reality; the system 1s Monism"—Such is the sub- 
stance of Mr, H. N. Ragahavendrachar’s theory. “ Nothing 
can be without God. So God keeps everything dependent upon 
Him; He is the Supreme Reality ; the system is Monotheism” 
says Sri Madkva. This discovery was the work of a year for 
me. And new | have realised that the dictionaries and usage 
are all wrong and Mr. H. N Raghavendeachar is right or 
that they are ail right and Mr, H. N Raghavendrachar is 
wrong. There isnot one Iine in all Dvaita Sastras which 
warrants us to conclude that Sri Madhva ecnceived the con- 
eept of dependence or immanence or partial similarity as 
illogical half-way houses, which if properly pushed by the 
goad of logra, fall down and disappear. and reveal the level 
plain of pure momsm. A doctrine of dependence or partial 
similarity +3 not 1o Sri Madhva, an admission of tacit or 
impheit monism, end 1s on the contrary, necessarily a dualis- 
tic creed of two essentially different but naturally related 
substances, Two entities can b2 absolutely different and yet 
be related. Relation implies some similiarity and does not 
imply identity of substance between the two things related. 
Sri Madhva’s conception of relation is supported by modern 
psychologists. In his "Tne Nature of Intelligence and the 
Pringiples of Cognition,” Professor C. Spearman Ph.D; F.RS. 
writes: ‘Relation can be cognised between any characters 
whatever, simple or complex, concrete or abstract, that have 
come to apprehension within any experience.”—(P. 64). Mr. 
H.N. Ragnavendrachar's ‘Monism of Dvaita Vedanta’ re- 
minds one of M. V. Sarga 7 Stanza 15 which is illustrative of 


the figure of speech called facrarara a form of pun. 
‘“Monism" to Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar is not opposed to 
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the acceptance of an essentially distinct plurality of beings, 
but is a name designed to mean Niyamana (contro! from 
within). Monism, then tothe author is the doctrine of an 
Antaryamin, eternally and essentially distinct from the world 
which He inhabits. 1 beg to point out that such a doctrine is 
monotheism, not monism. 


] thank my friend Mr, N. K. Venkateshamurthy for typing 
the work for me, Mr. K. M. Gopala Rao of Katte house for pre- 
paring the errata and Mr. G. R.dosyer, M.A., F.RE.S.. the Pro- 
prietor of the Coronation Press for the neat execution of 
printing work. My thanks are pucticularly due to Upadhya 
Venkateshachar of Chikkerhalti for having shouldered like 
brother, the entire responsibility of attending to the transac- 
tions with the press and correction of the proofs. Lastly, I 
owe a Special debt of gratitude to the President Raja S, Guru- 
rajacharya, Kavitilaka and other members of the Parimala 
Publishing House, Nanjangud, for making this my under- 
graduate attempt in philosophical research one of their 
publications. 





ERRATA 


P. vi, line 12 read Bharat Dharma for Advaita. 


P. 4 Footnote, line 5, for RetAPAACA read Berea 
MOTTA 4 


P. 7 line 8, for ‘By becoming a new visishta, the visishta 
is born,’ read ' Becoming a new visishta means the visishta is 
born,’ 

P. 43 Footnote, line 1, for S.C. read T.C, 

P. 60 Footnote, line 7, for the potter read God. 

P.70 Footnote, line 7 for not not self-contradictory read 
not self-contradictory. 

P72 Footnote, last line for 21. 231 read 20. 231. 

Other misprints will be corrected in the next edition. 


OPINIONS 


1. "Reality of the world, and its creation (in various 
senses) and other ideas which form the subject of this book 
have been very well expounded in “Sri Madhva’s Tattva 
Vada"” by ch. H. K. Vedavyasachar. That the philosophy of 
Sri Madhva can be established merely by reasoning (unaided by 
the Vedas) has been refuted with surport of the authorities; 
and the principles of Dva:ta philosophy are represented faith- 
fully to the works of Sri Madhva. ” 

; Vidvadbhushana, Astharavidwan, 
Nanjangud. Durgam BHEEMACHARYA. 


9, ‘' The exposition that since the whole world depends 
upon Brahman for all its activities in Dvaita philosophy and 
since Dvaita isa philosophy which believes in one case it 
ynust be called Monism, (Advarta) and that reason alone can 
prove the principles of this philosophy is criticised with 
proper Sastraic support and tne fundamentals of the Dvaita 
philosophy expounded are faithful to the originals in this book, 
“Sei Madhva's Tattvavada...." Punditaratnam Nerur Krihna- 
charya; Mahawdwan Nyaya Bhustanam D. Krishnamurtya- 
charya ; Mahaviawan’ Vedanta Vidwan Naveena Nyaya Vidwan, 
Purva Meemamsa Vidwan, Nyaya Praveena Vedanta Shiroman 
CG. Ramachandracharya, Mysore. 


3. ‘To say that Dvaita is Monism 1s unjust as that posi- 
tion is not at all to be found in the original books; it is purely 
a fanciful view. [tis also unreasonable to expound a purely 
Vedic philosophy as a system that can be established by mere 
reasoning. That all things have Svarupa Sristi isa heresy in 
this system. All these points are discussed in this book 
“Sri Madbva's Tattva Vada” clearly and the true position is 
given in a manner that can be uuderstood even by Jaymen. 


Pandita Ratnam Maha Vidwam 
Anekal SREENIVASACHARYA. 


(To bz continued on page 2 of the cover) 
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inertia weaferta coger fzeurerara 
feat castara aa: it 


SAT ATATTT ALTAMONT | 
eMagQuraany wearaTaaA: ti 


Sri Madhva’s Tattva-Vada 


(A critique of Mr, H. N. Raghavendrachar's 
“ Madhva’s Conception of Svatantra,”) 


INTRODUCTION 


(H. SUBBA RAO, M.A.) 


Maahva Sastra which is based on the Vedas, Sutras and 
the Gita and other Semptures which are in accordance with 
the teachings of these three sources of philosophical knowledge 
has generally stated the ‘Siddhanta,’ (accapted position), un- 
eguivocally in the language sanctioned by tradition and 
common usage. There are no two schools of thought on any 
important or even ordinary topie in Dvaita Vedanta, Dvaita 
Siddhanta expounded in the language employed in common 
parlance is accurately summarised in M.S.S, S.T.R.M. and 
other works, It maintains that primordial matter, Avyakrita- 
kasa, the Vedas, divas, Lakshmi, etc., are unborn, as uncreated 
as God from infinite times. They are as undying In essence 
as God: 


“gerne Ta stats” 


2-3.15. BSB. This is the teaching expressed in customary 

language. But there are many Srutis which state that matter, 
st 

space, divas etc. are all created by God. “ @XTHA AGA”? 

The apparent conflict between these two positions is solved in 

B.S, B. and A.V, 2. 3, 1 and in V.T. Y. by pointing out that the 
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word Sristi or Utpatti (creation) is used in three senses: (1) 
3 waa + that is, coming into existence from a state of 


non-existence. (2) qerdtafeararanttr:—zhe acquisition of a 


dependent glory or some special manifested glory at the time 
of world-production and (3) pure manifestation out of free 


will “srgatar gti: (earestre) 


In the first sense the unoriginated things mentioned above 
have no creation, because they do not come into a state of 
existence out of a state of non-existence.’ The third sense is 
applicable only to God's forms. Except God, none has that 
particular kind of ‘Creation’. ‘Creation’ in the second sense 
is the monopalyof the entices nitya entities (eternal things) 
ruled by God because this ‘Creation’ (getting of 8 special 
dependent office) is just what even eternal things can receive. 


vee Relea ByeTM che sarshrerae 1... Pree 
arerattag | ensfegteraceaafeterg | witdien®. 
aera yfteneftatirr i maf: gee: STeKeets BART: 
fort fatto ser mata aig: | ...... Raye 
faint acararqraftesar | sizer Geenhtar rare Fererahe 
quiet te aewarg afta reff AV. 2B Le 

“arat 3a senfes Seerenfa Gee | mare & 
acer Azeribatern | afsaia firitsRacearaasd- 
aft | scaferernftier (ererrearercrara: 1]? A.V.2.3.2. 


axe wacked shia aarafeaf: cordate 
anftacr | aerrenqerrarrareranaatase: | TCP. 937. 
The authorities “aaa fairer,” rte 


fren: starivet * admit that there are unborn and eternal 
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God alone can not become subject to this ‘creation’ for 
He is independent. But God has ‘crestion’ in the sense of : 
manifesting His forms. Sri Bhagavata begins with mentioning 
these three kinds of creation and praising the glory of the 
disinterested God who has no end of His own to achieve by 
being the sole responsible agent of these three kinds of 


eraation: aafreniter. 


Now, if the word ‘creation’ can be used in three senses 
the question is, which of these meanings is the chief meaning 
and the most popular? The answer is, though the word is 
used in three senses in the Srutis, the chief primary meaning 
that is universally recognised by the Srutis and by all the 
Darsanakaras is only the first meaning. It isthe most popular 
and most in common use in Dvaita also. The VT.V. with Tika, 
Bhavadipa and Srinivasa Tirthiya declare the Siddhanta *, 
The use of the word creation to denote the manifestations 
of forms of Hari is unimportant. The use of the word 


things. T.C. also says Sat tarfeanareaaerargrarer tt 
Matra: wracereatrer: : Says the Bharata. While stating 


(in B.S. B, and A, V. 2. 3. 1,) that these are created, the words 
“they are said to be, called as, created," occurs invariably. 
That also means that the word ‘creation’ is used in this con- 
text in a spacial sense, not the chief sense in comparison with 


the first meaning, “ Syearaeaat ” 

*v.TV.p liga gaat Getafe) aqec 
(erera Renae terete ara: — Bhavadipa) | weakest 
ahaa getgay | 

Srinivasa Tirthiya, p 235:— 

aw weterta qehhas idadcern 
aa tatafats qettafeiteqead comes warns amet 
aftft u sgutartgar teen: get: w.. . seat 
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* creation’ in the sense of getting a dependent trait is alsc 
unimportant but significant only in comparison with the 
use of the word to denote God’s manifestation of forms; the 
most important primary meaning of ‘creation’ is decidedly, 
the first, namely ayant or coming into a state of exis- 
tence out of a state of non-existence. So the traditional ex- 
position of “ creation " in Dvaita is based on this most impor- 
tant accepted usage of the term. But Mr. H. N. Raghavendra- 
char misunderstands the entire Sutra literature and fails to 
grasp the significance of the N. S. statement (p. 431). 


aqasrarasate ARrererctesatt saat | FR 
erated seraoarfte cf agar seadtaafe | an- 
tare: Aa ara aaReaees cae Preraariirar- 
So HATTIE TTT | 


This statement is made todeny creation in the sense of change * 
of substance or coming into @ state of existence out of a state 
of non-existence and to prove that Akasa may be satd to be 
“ereated’in the second sense, (fetting a dependunt trait), 
The meaning is “when an entity secures a new quality it 
becomes necessarily a new qualified entity, That qualified 
entity, of course, is not in essence different from the entity. 


aa agence’... areftghakene 1 
Bhavadipa, p 109 — 


“ qqeaieatranerenae In this Sri Raghavendra 


Swamin condemns Swarupa sristi of the jivas— 
weraitermeticrertaar Getaheeahh) ara: " 
Pas, NOS. RE ART Te SMA anya 
‘waawunais SRerera: | atetiahes. eae tt 
woe ORE ATED qTTETETTR ARE 
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So when a qualified entity is created, we say the entity is 
created; for example: Devadatta is become (is created) & 
learned man.” The word ‘creation, in this context simply 
means giving a new trait, while the entity Akasa or Devadatta 


remains uncreated. It does not mean Wat AF the coming 


into existence of Devadatta or Akasa (as the result of a change 
of some other substance; or coming into a state of existence 
out of a state of non-existence). Failing to perceive that the 
Sutra literature denies ‘creation’ for Nitya entities in the 
most popular sense accepted in usage, Mr. H. N. Raghavendra- 
char has regarded the second meaning (which is admitted to 
be unimportant in comparison with the first meaning in 
V.T.V) as the chief meaning, and from that standpoint reads 
anentirely new meaning to the whole of Dvaita Vedanta 
correctly expounded by many writers in the past by the use 
of words in their chief sense®*. He even misrepresents 
the traditional account in his article and mnkes scathing 
remarks upon it as if old writers have not been able to 
grasp his high ideas. Tnis only reflects his misapprehension 
of the salient teachings of Viyadadhikarana and B.S. 2. 1. 6. 
He states boidly that every addition of 8 quality (say a new 
state of mind) involves ‘change’ to the jiva, very carelessly 
using the word ‘change. Every moment a new jiva is 
produced; dnd every moment the jiva is destroyed; and we 
have a kshanikavada involving disintegration of personality. 


By thus conceiving the whole world as a new born 
‘Visishta’ qualified entity, every second, he denies it a perma- 
nent identity and regards God, the aause of al! these changes, 
as the sole creator of a new world every second; from the 
idea of creation of a previously non-existent world every 





5Sri Jayatirtha criticises the habit of defining terms by 
using words in senses not current in experience. N. S. p, 197. 


Paecvancicanme wrest at 1 ag earfirag- 
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gecond neturally, ha takes a leap to the.idea of God's being the 
only Being, as the source of crested things; nothing is eternak 
in faot ; everything is created ;.Cod thus becoms the only cause 
of the world; the system is termed monism. But the truth 
is, the entitiés accepted as eternal in Dvaita are changeless 
in substance lite God by their inherent nature as stated with 
reasoning in Gita Bh, 2, 18, though dependent upon God. 
The Svarupa of the eternal entity transcends time lke Cod 
and it does not undergo Svarupanass, that is, it does not tose 
its individuality but retains it by the law of its inherent being. 
Yet it is dependent upon God. The eternal entity has Anadi 
Siddha Svarupa Satta, (as told in N.S. on P. 152.) inherent 
unoriginated reality existing in it by God's Anadi Svabhava 
niyamaka Sakti, the power of keeping under control the 
beginningless inherent essentia} character®. The ijjvas have 
many natural qualities as pointed out in B.S. B.2. 3,16. The 
eternal things are not at al} created at any time, in the strict 
sense, Whatever ‘creation’ is attributed to them is in respect 
of some external belonging wretqrernterar whieh comes to 


them as an appointment or a new state without affecting their 
individualities in any way. It is ‘creation’ in a special sense 


* Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar twists the texts to suit 
his preconceived idea that everything is created by God 
and Cod 1s the only cause of the world. T.C, 379 expounds 
that God controls the natural reality of eternal things just 
as He controis the natural reality of non-eternal things; 
and that there is no self-contradiction at all in the idea of 


wariqearatrarrnagee the power of keeping under control 


the unoriginated inherent natural reality of eternal things 
Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar quotes this passage and trans- 


lates this phrase “ SANRETATSMATM ” into “the 


power of creating anadi svabhava” on p. 10 of his article, 
The passages quoted, actually repudiate ‘creation’ of the 


essence of eternal things: M™QRITGa: Ger eens 


¢ 


which only sets off the dualistic character of the system by 
showing that everything is subject to God's control’. The 
Visishta ‘ creation ' specified in‘N. S, statement quoted, may 
‘be applied to God and all enternal entities on the lines of 
Mr. H, N. R's reasoning. God for example becomes connected 
with a new point of time by His will at evary moment, with 
being called Devakiputra at a particular point of time, and 
soon, By becoming a new Visishta, the Visishta is born. Ha 
also is born not in the sense of RTT but in the sense 
of manifesting His will in some way. The Svarupa is un- 
changed; and the so-called ‘creation’ of God by becoming 
connected with changing moments of time is purely nominal, 
pradurbhavavisesha making room for tha Vyavahara popular 
ignorant usage that God is born. 

Similarly, when the jiva receives a physical body which 
it had not before, it hecomes & qualified entity. The Visishta, 
“the jiva with body’ is born, that is has abhutvabhavana; the 
jiva also is said to be born as if he had abhutvabhavana, but in 


fearraft eevee fart cae ul... 
amtbaterdtar sarteaarares Sarat tt 


The intention of the passage is to establish God's power 
of keeping even Anadi things under control, not to prove that 
God is the only cause of the world, or that God is secondless ; 
or that the world is created at every second. The idea of 
the soul's destruction is criticised in Gita Bh. 2, 19. 


“ qaaeaaereg wie: Ts. aReedeftrtaerara Per 
‘WUT lt On P. 4. this view 1s criticised, 

See AV. 2.3.18. TER: Gen AeA aquT) 
feet cana: Romttaratearsa: sear aats 
V.T.V.P. 8: TeRTTS § aeaeteerararsteeais- 
@fterd || See also B.S. B. 2, 3, 1%. 
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waality becomes only connected with & new body and remains 
unchanged. The “creation” of jiva is also nominal. So too 
in the case of ail! the eternal entities, The Visista Sristi of 
eternal things involves no change of substance (Priva after). 


Hence every moment God and the eternal things may become 
new Visistas; yet 8s they remain unchanged their eternal 
mature is not affected at all*. God's creative power in 
respect of these unchanging eternal entities boils down to 
grant of ‘dependence’ without implying the absence of entities 
besides God. Ai. Bh. bears out this point. 





®U.K.M; P. 10: Sm Vyasa Tirtha writes:— 


waft SRrefaraieag: 1 cent Aqencatiare 
aaah ftrereat: ware wal See N.S. P. 195. 


(1. 4. 6) for an account of the formation of several kinds of 
vikara which gives occasion to actual creation or birth, 


Also P, 992.7, C:—akaa fgauraterdt Rfreeatear | 
arta wat ontera: cerguar! Ria erarfirs | are 
manterd sa advange: codtaterniia p. 
AAMT TATA TATA TAT: I 


Ai. Bh. 2.4.3, P.14d. 7. arepyatar qa arate i. . 
aaa goers .. etoftarat career seat fer 
feast Q See also Ai. Bh. 2.4.1. That the jiva is not 


created avery moment, by becoming a new Visista every mo- 
ment isborneout by V.TV.P.2. * aa engearne terete. 
fared | Sra Faqs rensay Taree: i 

Further the jiva, Vedas etc. are “Svarupato” nitya or 


“ Kutastha” nitya, i.e. eternal m a changeless manner, Cita. 
Bh, stanzas 11. 22. 23. 24. are clear on the point :— 
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Mr. H.N.R. misses this point. This is his exposition. 
(p.18):—"So Madhva favours Sadasatkaryavada. This is 
the theory that halds that a product is existent only as a 
purvavastha and non-existent as product, 1.e., as an expression 
of a fresh change. This is what Midhva means by 
baradhinavisesavapt: and it 1s in this very sense that he holds 
that Isvara creates the world incessantly N.S. 327. says 
“Therefore the doership in the real sense belongs only to 
Him.” “This implies that nothing in the world can be said 
to do anything in the real sense of the term. Acetana does 
not do anything. The case of cetana also is in reality the 
same. Taking for example a case where @ jiva seems to do 
something, N.S, 327. says: “ Both jiva and Isvara are in the 
body, {(jiva as abhimarin and Isvara as antaryamin). He 
{Isvara) produces knowledge, desire and will of the jiva by 
means of H:s knowledge, ‘desire and will. He also gives the 
power of causeness to the other causes which are external 


wa: sat aarti sahara 
earnearitad carat aaah Grbate y Saree 
adarmittareagaaaa ae 1 aaa | 

T. S. T. enumerates the changeless eternal entities :— 

asa fread arm qzeaaar artagraed .. . TaT- 
Weoat searsearnraweawsy | T.S.7. (R)p.7—Saarat Freer 
wererarereraantae ... ceareerated: Wi T.S. 7. (5) 
p 4am Reiter weet Faarifracst 
ae sareramnaaiteret u Ezeaaar rere Pisarcay- 
erat qeet: | 

So Mr, H. N. Raghavendrachar’s Brahma-vada is the 

naive expression of the budding realisation that even change- 


less eternal things are dependent upon God, not at all monism 
in any of its forms. T. Y. T. criticises monism:— 


aeantaaatarst | aaa i 
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to jiva. Thus He produces jar, etc. The so-called doer- 
ship of jiva is thus given by Him. The same isthe impli- 
eation of the teaching of the Gita—“Knowledge, discrimi- 
nation, ete. come from me.” 


“This illustration explains how rich Isvara’s creator- 
ship is. In creating even an ordinary thing like a jar, one 
can note the real extent of His rich creatorship. His 
knowing the abilities of antahkarana is to give those abilities 
toantahkarana, This is to create both the abilities and 
the antahkarana as having them. Antuhkarana is thus a 
Visista. To give this Visista to jiva is to create jiva asa 
Visista, Under the same. circumstance the knowledge, 
desire and will of the jiva are created. With them the 
jiva becomes & more complex Visista. Some external enti- 
ties such as implements, etc. as having causeness are also 
created, Asa result of all these productions, the production 
ofa jar takes place.” 

This 1s all hopelessly unsound. The Sadasatkaryavada 
of Sri Madhva explains—(see 2. 8. 2. A. V.)~what he means 
by abhutvadhavana, creation proper, in contrast with 
paradhinaviseshavapti, For example, the production of a jar 
out of earth is an instance of actual creation. The jar was 
non-existent as jar; it was existent in the state of its material 
cause, namely earth, The earth underwent a change (vikara) 
and so a new visishta was produced‘ involving change of 
substance (viseshyaparinama, or aeiax orf). This is 
actual creation, This kind of creaticn is possible only to 
anitya entities, that is, originated or non-eternal entities. But 
paradhinavisesavapti ts creation in the unimportant second 
sense, explained already. It is applicable to eternal entities, 


When a (erm) eternal changeless entity receives a new 


addition (as for example, the jiva gets a new body), the eternal 
entity does become a new visista, but without undergoing 


any change of substance re aftora). So there are two 


kinds of ‘wisista’ creation:—<:) Visistas like the jar made 


il 
of changed earth, (a combination of earth and jarhood), 
where the substantive, namely earth, changes, and the new 
jar is effected (ii) Visistas like “‘world-controlling Lakshmi,” 
" jiva with a physical body” where the substantives (visesya) 
namely Lakshmi, jive etc, do not change. The production of 
the former is a case of snyarart actual creation in the 
chiet sense. The production of the latter is a case of neminal 
ereation, creation in the unimportant sense as already 
explained’, It is called paradhinaviseshavapti. The fact that 
God creates all the nitya entities in this latter sense and does 
not actually create them does not imply any loss of glory or 
limitation to God. The absénes of incessant creation to the 
uncreatable eternal entities is an expression of His wisdom. 
Real glory is independent control, not the ability to do the 
logically impossible as giving a real child to a really barren 
woman, at the time that sha is barren; or we may please 
Mr. H. N.R. by admitting that God has ability to create 
actually the eternal entity but kas sof out of His own free 
will given actual creation (implying change of substance) to the 








*The idea that when the Visista has abhutva-bhavana, 
the Viseshya (jiva or Lakshmi, ete.) has abhutva-bhavana is 


criticised in A. V.2, 3. 9.and N.S. p:434: (Qa Qaerat yet 
She cafirdiad cent qaarettawet aitcitadt t 
mertativaie: (gm) wataa: Fas Sau 
ATT l—The Kevals Caitanya is the sell, the jiva without 


the physical body, The ‘jiva thus defined has no abhutva- 
bhavana, even though “the jive with body” has abhutva- 
bhavana, Mr. H. N. R. makes no distinction between 
Abhutva-bhavana and Paradhina Viseshavapti and concludes 
that the jiva is also actually created when the jiva’s physical 
body 1s created. 


A.V. 2.3.2. defines Abhutva-bhavana and denies it to many 


eternal entities: “Olean: | TereRatwsr aaraie- 


da 


eternal entity. God's not having actually created the eternal 
entity out of His own free will, having the ability to create it, 
is no limitation. Whichever way we explain it, the admission of 
the fact that the eternal entity is not actually created by God 
(as defined in the first sense) is faithful to the Sastras and 
implies no limitation to God because immanence in the sense 
of incessant and independent contro] is enforced with new 
meaning in every tine of Sarvamoola. 


For that reason again, justas Mr. H.N. R's conception 
that Isvara ‘creates’ the nitya world incessantly is wrong, his 
conception that the “doership in the real sense belongs only 


s 
to God” is wrong. The author's quotation  TEATT bara 


yer ena nora *? means “ Therefore to God alone belongs 
the chief mastership and doership.” Mr. H. N. R's translation 
is wrong. Sr: Madhva definitely says afatfirsat > in 
B. S.B, 2.3.17. The jiva also is the real doer. Every act is 


done by God and jiva simuitaneously. Both are real doers. 
God is the chief doer, the jiva ts the dependent dcer. The 


eed i onaamnfa Seren tas) wae + 
Bq WONS.p 434. eee | sargrenaeen wetercrerat 
aed: eqearara: | wage gare ete qhaahgdt 
uaivogfeied: | aia stedeeraty mae 
awa Safina aT Faria It if Sri Seshacharya has given the 


interpretations that (a) Abhutva-bhavana and Paradhina 
Viseshavapti are identical or (b) that the Visesya, jiva (jiva, 
Lakshmi ete.,) has abhutva-bhavana, when the Visishta has 
Abhutva-bhavana or (c) that Paradhina viseshavapti is not an 
unimportant meaning of the word creation in comparison 
with Abhutva-bhavana, he must certainly revise his views. 
A misapprehension of these three fundamental ideas has 
Janded Mr. H.N. R. in a Kshanika-vada, a doctrine of constant 
flux, which makes God Himself a mutable figure. 





13 


idea that the doership of the jiva is not real is definitely 
hostile to Dvaita So too the doctrine that ‘a cetana’ does 
not do anything is unscientific. Matter changes really, moved 
by the God in tt who really manifests His new forms'®, 
The statement that doership of the jiva is given is mataphorical 
tor “controlled by God.” 


The hypothesis that the jiva is made a new 'Visishta’ 
every moment as already pointed out does not, secording to 
Sri Madhva, imply the ‘creation’ of the jiva, The jiva is 
unehanged and so, though he becomes a new Visishta 
connected with fresh mental changes and though he is called 


ereated, he is not created in the chief sense. And so many 
eternal things AATET uncontridicted in character and essen- 
tially unchanging are admitted in the system. God, itis also 
accepted, uses them in His sport of world-creation, though 
He can do without them. And sa out of God's independent 
will all the eternal things are causes in the fullest sense of 
the term, God can demolish everything and remain an only 
Baing; but His wisdom has expressed itself in keeping under 
control a world distinct from Him and subject to His 
transcendent and immanent rulership for ever. Of the many 
Gauses of the world, God is the independent efficient cause, 
In A.V. 2.1. 6. Sri Madhve says: STREET eat 
attach: | aTCoeAy TIRATT. «Me, HON. R's view 
that tha system of Madhva is monism because Cod is 
independent, and that independent means giver of reality and 
producer of everything without using other causes, but 
creating them-and remaining the only cause, is relegated to 


the positi-n of 8 Poorvapaksha and condemned in N.S. on 





‘Read the commentary to “Oat TET: ayt” 
Tai Bn.(S)p. 37, See also T. V.T, p. 3.1.22. 


ae 


pp. 299—300"', A dostrine of only one supreme aause is mot 
the same thing as.a doctrine of only. one qause without..a 
second. The latter conception necessarily implies ‘not: the 
dependence cf the worid,. but the unreality.of the warld or 
the material identity of the world with God, The author's 
exposition. particularly the views that the jiva has no real 
doership, that matter has ao real activity, are aspects of 
Advaita metaphysics, while the theory that everything is 
created anew every moment is pure Buddhism. Also the 
view that the Srutis and Smritis are only a corroborative 
evidence to pure philosophy’ is a reminiscence of the un- 
vedie doctrine of the Nyaya-Vaiseshikas ', 


vpvoo: fiber: seenintat sarees 
wae waatafe faa: i ara aei wa eed | Adtag 
we aaitenta aqragdorepacer arise | wae fia. 
Fartarat ae aeaer |... ad afwarfacarqeat- 
eq sreomachcte oq ara, genes wodiravara: t 
wa a Avision aati tra... . raTTETteary 
a ge: merece | seared: | areraftehirtriter 
aaa: Sratinged scthnted | aURATERENgM- 
as agent: ero far arasakwear wz qi 
2 BRUT Bata BE TASH aks MeTATTTETT- 
area afteariti® aarhana: ercita ef amy aq: 
aie... ae wait) age ace srry 
Resse wae | ax setae: | cares reaped arco 
qe .... fe aa aoe wt aa: atasrkente 
qe... areraned atata Padertrerste y 

12 Mr. H. N, R. sayson p. f:—"* Madhva’s teaching is purely 


a philosophical justification of Svatantra with ail its j:uplica- 
tions." P, 15:—“ Mere faith as opposed to reason has no place 
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There are abuses of both Sanskrit and English words in 
the article under consideration, misinterpretation of Srutis 
and Madhva texts and misuse of texts for ends for which they 
are not fitted, Jt is beyond the scope of this little book to 
attempt a display of them all. One remark that is absolutely 
necessary in this connection is that the author's conception 
of Svatantra is the result of » lon¢ process of incubation on 
the misunderstanding of the purport of the Sutra literature as 
pointed out already and secondly on the acceptance of the 
meanings of Srutis definitely condemned by Madhva, thirdly 
on definitions of monism and monotheism, dualism ant 
pluralism to which no student of philosophy will agree, Again 
and again, Madhva has definitely expressed his idea of the place 
and function ot reasoning in his system. V.T. V. begins with 
enunciating it in detail’? A metaphysics of God is impossible 





in his philosophy. His conceptions are without exception 
rationalistic. When he quotes Sruti or Smriti, his aim is not 
to gain strength from it, but to indicate the philosophy une 
derlying the text.” jn his " Dvaita philosophy and its place 
in the Vedanta” he is more clear: (P. 204.):—“ In this system 
reason without the help of the Veda gives this idea.” This is 
just the Nyaya-Vaiseshika view :-— 


“aren distaata ont Roaernangareniian ? ret 
qa arm sagertan: | AATaet. 

waergaapata agekata eremravahy- 
araratiatmmrentgeare, areTeiaTea AR Ramiag: 

Saparet aa Sa qagcarenfes | yeaa 
got Sager 1 aargaitastst ait az aq: 4 
qorarerra & aaa maria: | Haas: args: whe 
af: gitfte: | a a tasadin areata a Saha | Haet- 
meee wa tararetar y ge TET Ta 
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without the aid of the Vedas. What excuse is there for our 
author's misunderstanding it? Does he want to kill his sys- 
tem by a friendly embrace of original exposition? It is hoped 
that this book will make Mr. H. N. Raghavendracher realise 
that Dvaita is a marvellously well-ouilt castle of adamant 
guarded by disciplined garrisons of commentators and that it 
resents even the least attempt at change of interpretation.’* 


aigiuett ake walgayararraiqea cfr S- 
engi: | Gertie aka sreretaa gerrahee 
wate: | aiartrargart aaties Aeafer aearergaaiecie 


veqerezte: Wy 





See also Dvaita Pradipa by Prof. Vasudevacharya p. 57 
where he quotes A. V.1, 1,5; and M. T. N. 1, 139; 1]. 7-8. Ee 
S.B.4.1,8; 1,6, 18. Also 1,1,3. A.V; N.S.and T.C. 


™ Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar places himself in the horns 
of a dilemma in his article. {fin Dvaita, as he states, God is 
the Only Reality, Sole Cause, Secondless Being, Only Prin- 
ciple, and nothing is eternal and everything is created, the 
system becomes manism, but the exposition becomes unfaith- 
ful to Sei Madhva. If, on the other hand, as he suggests and 
states, we interpret the terms ‘Only Reality,’ ‘Sole Cause.’ 
“Secondless,’ etc., to mean one independent principla and 
‘creation’ in the sense of ruler, we have a doctrine of one 
principle, which is Niyamaka, that is, ruler of many eternal 
dependent causes of the world ; the doctrine becomes faithful to 
Sri Madhva but ceases to be monism. Sri Madhva translates 
the Sruti “ feifrearat ** not into “tne creator of eternal 


entities,” but into “the Niyamaka or indwelling controlier 
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*Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar’s book and article fall under 
the category of ‘ Duragama’ as defined in the stanzas quoted, 
and it is with great distrust that we have to accept his exposi- 
tion of Dvaita. 


A copy of this book has been sent to Mr. H. N. Ragha- 
vendrachar and it is expected that he will recant his position, 
namely that Dvaita is Monism end that it is pure philosophy 
uprided by the Vedas, and publish his corrected view. 


H. SUBBA RAO, 


I 
The Tattva-Vada of Sri Madhva 


~+ igor 


faa geucaia wead Ages! ard a eenix 
WAIAATTAA RATS | Bhg. T. 17—This and other 


innumerable quotations in Dvaita teach that the world, though 
absolutely distinct from Gad, is figuratively spoken of as identical 
with Purusha (God) on account of its utter dependence upon 
God in its Svarupa. pramiti, and pravritti, as when we say the 
king conquered his foes where the armies of the king are 
eajled king. This is Gouns-advaita—figurative monism.] 


The pluralistic Tattva-vada of Sri Madhva begins with 
defining Brahman as perfect because He alone is Svatantra and 
everything else is Not-svantantra. Sri Madhva’s conception 
o} Svatantra-tattva as contradictory in nature to Not-svatan- 
tra-tattva is clearly enunciated in T.S, and T.V. There are 
no two schools of thought in Dvaita. The argument of Sri 
dayatirtha is as follows :-— 





of the eternals (p. 330, N. S.).” Another meaning of the 
Seuti is “ Prateeafeie: wate xf ara, that is, 


He has no destructible body.—B. S, B. D, p. 574. 
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The philosophy which holds that there are no tattvas is 
contradictory to experience and negates itseJf, The philosophy 
of one tattva cannot account for the consciousness of 
difference in experience. The philosophy which maintains 
that all is paratantra (dependent) leads to infinite regress. The 
system which holds that all is Svatantra (independent) will 
have to admit that the world is parfect. Therefore there are 


two tattvas absolutely distinct from each other because of 
eternally contradictory characters as Svatantrya and para 


tantrya not-dependence and dependence. The Svatantra is 
only one in number; He is Vishnu, The diference between 
the world and God 1s told in all the sastras. There is not one 
text which intends to teach non-difference between the world 
and God; the difference persists in mukt: also.® The system 
is Dvaita or dualism in the sense of a doctrine of two distivet 


beings. The jiva is coeva/ with God, an eternal dependen 





t 


SVide TS. BaaMeaaT a RAT aeafat wand the 
Tika on this, eeamenrce Ufafafrra: aed u—aret Ts gloss. 
v.T. V:—Rromneaigag adyfreadiat werarere | rari 
TardensRreaa wardtahaqma: | afiaat aai- 


TAT: W Pp. 5 and 6. 


Ch. Bh. Vi-—earat Prom: AeeaTR: | V. TLV. p.10— 
shacr cara g aixereatag i cxena fart ar 
aahmaranteaa: | meaegnaaer BRererar: | aT 


ssuqiterer aeaesafiera crt vere: A 


airmattanta tastes || ceraatahetegg lt. . wa 
aca 8a afaat | amfat gaaa Be aPrat cert: 0 AR- 
sacfirging seat frat var) Aekatatra sestehy 


gaa flue weaa cast aqgags: , 
Paarrargarg | at a art ea: 
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companion, not a product coming into existence at a point of 
time.’® The superficial meaning of the Sastras must not be 
accepted as Siddhanta. ‘Siddhanta’ is the intended teaching 
of the Vedas apprehended as the result of subjecting them to 
critical enquiry with the instrumentality of the several 
canons of interpretation as Upakrama, Upasamhara, Abhyasa, 
ete., and also the other six canons of word-interpretation as 
Sruti, Linga, ete. Judged in the light of those canons, Dvaita 
or Dualism between paratantra and Svatantra is the Truth of 
the Vedas, Statements in the Sastras which apparently teach 
that God alone existed and the world was created later imply 
that Cod is great in power and glory and the world exists by 
His grace and does not exist as independent,” Similar inter- 
pretations are to be given toall expressions like ‘the world 
derives reality,’ ‘God gives reality,’ ‘the world is produced‘ ;'® 
ete, 





“See B.S. B.2, 1, 6:—* areatata ger arta, wor 
anata aaagdtarraaaendtay azetaarate ? Also 2, 3, 1. 
7. B.S. B.— sfidatracere sraftertor adarat ” it See also 


B.S. B.2 2, 1,4 and 2, 2,2. 
"BS.B.2. 1, 6: Srareaater W water ager aT 


We Fa |... Taertaaaairater awry | 
wear ether aaatomiraa | seam oreasak 
wmietoe agead  aaarettrareaams i. 

‘© Metaphorical statements are to be explained in the 


light of facaerat unequrvoca! statements. Unequivoeal state. 


ments declare that the world’s reality is controlled and 
directed by the indweiling Gcd, that the world is not ine 


dependent. A.V. 2.2. 2. also N.S. p. 330, oe sear 
(wea: a) sparta? amaretaaafe nu... . were: 
seat: arcreauftar aateriftar . . . rarer, ater t 
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Sometimes, the world is even thought of as unreal in the 
Sastras. The meaning of those Srutis is, that the world is 
powerless and inferior in comparison with God: it is a 
dependent real, unreal as independent. Sometimes the world 
is conceived as apparently identica] with Brahman, or Brah- 
man is stated as identical with the world; the meaning of 
such passages is that the world is dependent upon God in every 
respect though having a distinct existence? The difference 
between the world and Brahman is eternal and God is the 
Chief Being. Cod is always Niyamaka, the transcendent and 
immanent ruler; the world is always niyamya, the dependent. 

When God creates the worid, the coeval entities which 
exist dependently upon him receive additional dependent 
traits, The entities as such are not produced. 

The material anadi things receive some additional traits. 
Primordial matter is even made to change (vikam). The 
spiritual entities (jivas) also receive fresh glories, Lakshmi 
manifests her desire for creation, Therefore the “creation” 


dqhacracare agordtargerdt cereta . . hacer qr 
gerd Seargaencrars | fea ehearasaAal it So this 
absolute independence 18 constant prerana and niyamana in- 
dwelling rulership and SRTeTHCT keeping under His con- 
stant control. That part of the world which is born is 
created also by God. 


” Sea Nygyamrita p, 298:—** gantkg eh anrais- 
eanhe: srengara | sterrasarat | etc. 

See 1.4.1, B.S. Bi and A.V.1.1.1. Also:— @raeae 
Rea ante aetavarraag ace: 
WAT i A.V. 2.3. 14. also is very clear, 

AV.T.V, CRIT wise wretieriz 
wqitwaa WA.V.2.3.1. seed & aaa arfentat sta 
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of unoriginated things means the bestowal of a new glory upon 
them, not bringing them into being. God craates everything 
in this sense, that 1s, in the sense of giving everything some. 


aft faa fientaetitad | eft: ger are cite 
errean: 1 dardtahrater searcera afigat: | Thoudn said 


to be created in @ special sense, they have no creation in the 


chief sense:—' Carat aawantea arenas | TarTeT 
a ager 


22 When the verb ‘create’ is used to denote actual coming 
into being of a thing out of a state of non-existence, it takes 
no (objective) complement after it. But when it is used to 
denote the bestowa] of a gift upon a@ perso or thing already 
existing (ns now in the case of God’s granting of special glories 
to Lakshmi, jrvas, Vedas ete.,) the verb is invariably followed 
by an objective complement. O. E. D.1s clear on the paint :— 
“Create—invest (person) with rank, as create a mana peer.” 
So Mr. H.N. R's statements: * jiva 1s created; Avyalcrita- 
akasa is created: Lakshmi 1s created” etc, are wrong. He 
shouid say: “ the jiva is created a “‘dehi” (a soul with body; 
Akasa is created ynhabited space; Lakshmi 1s created queen 
of the world” ete. That means the Svarupa—the jiva, Akasa, 
and Lakshmi in themselves do not come into being. Tiiey are 
not created in themselves. But we may simply say —CGod 
created Brahmanda, as its Svarupa (1.e., itself) comes into 
being. There is vast difference of meaning between ‘Coming 
into beng” and ‘becoming,’ ase. g compare ‘ tne cil? came 
into being" with “the child becamea school-poy.” Tne former 
implies Svarupa Sristi; but the latter {viz paradhinavisesha- 
vapti) forbids it. But Mr. H.N. R. uses the word creation in a 
third sense; that is, as an equivalent to ‘protection’ or 
dependence. Such a usage 1s purely metaphorical as when a 
drowning man says to his deliverer “He gave me life." 
Creation construed as “giving reality ~ and used in the sense of 

‘protection’ is Gouna-sristi. soon . 
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thing it had not before, so as to show that they are subject to 
His control. Every eternal thing is unproduced in the chief 
sense and indestructible in essence (in its subtle state )** 


Further God is always Svatantra, everywhere, in every 
setion, in relation to everything in the world, He is trans. 
cendent. He is also the immanent ruler. What God can 
do is difficult to conceive Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar 
would have it that God can make A and non-A identical; can 
give a real son to an eternal barren woman at the time that 
she is really a barren woman; God can kil! Himself, can 
become matter, can suffer pain, can become finite and what 
not. 


The answer is. the limits cf God's glory are admittedly 
inserutable even to the gode, Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar 
has set out upon a philosonhieal enguiry wi-ether the 
ecnception of Svatantra makes room for a dualistic or & 
monistie conception of things. It 1s irrelevant t> abandon this 
philosophical process and enter into & theological discussion 
about matters respecting which even theology confesses 
defeat, Goi is known to be Satyasankalpa by the 
pramanas, The question is wh3t God has done and whether 
He has used His svatanirya so as to maintain an order of 
things which necessitates a dualistic scheme of thought or 
not. We must remember also that whatever God does is in 
consistency with His perfect ani allewise nature and there 





AV, 2.2.10N.S.412—8ae ... Roareanher ae. 
wate ae 1 

* Mr, H.N. R. quotes the following authorities :—T.C, 382, 
879, 835, A, V. 1. 1. 11. N.S, 298, 827. 330. 513, But they do not 


support his rosition, namely that the world is not a product 
of many causes, or that God 1s the Sole Reality. 


See M.V. Sarga VIl Sloka 46; ad awettarenfteaey 
AUTATRARISE Ut Tei. Up. 
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are those who maintain that the inability to do the logically 
impossible is a virtue, an expression of wisdom like a particular 
form of Vaishamya which is held to be an auspicious attribute 
in Nyaya Sudha (p. 311). Cod, the pramanas state, has not 
at the time of creation given all the eight features, greation, 
destruction, protection, direetion, knowledge, ignorance etc. 
to all, He has maintained true difference persisting between 
“Him and the world (though He can according to Mr. H.N, 
Raghavendrachar turn the warld into Himself), and maintained 
Madhva also to record His activities. And so the system to 
which God has given life now—whatever He might do in 
future?7—has to be called Dualism, a doctrine of essential 
eternal difference between two related ultimate tattvas, God 


*B.S.B, 2,1, 11; and A.V. 8 2, 10; aatarearaerfey- 
RTTAYAAGA | See also: — TAS qearnchraras 
ai eta —ghnaiyareaet tN. S.2, 1, 10-p. 312: Fated 
aafay Suey fanaa | qh anlaatrats | aIeg 
arte galt aartedeacrdtraas | eared Fara 
ANTHEA TUATHA AT |... HATS 
fardta Saetager a a Seenfaers | qaoea a wattle 
arag | var & 1 aerate araversior Ae: 1 feg ee 
Rasa | TAT Aare | HAT aaecargtarerg | 
ait sharper serenaeg! | aqararg | sarszTT- 
varayted areate a afiagre: | rare aver ta a gaa 
waarmee ztaeh 


*7In truth what God will do in future can be predicted 
with certainity by seers or by those who know the teachings 


of the Vedas thoroughly. Br. Bh. says—* GUARTTAT AS 
arog afterte 4” 
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and the world*, But it isa dualism made possible by GoJ, 
and recognised and protected by Cod, not generated at a time 
by God. The conception of God as Svatantra, the immanent 
ruler of the universe or the “creator” of all in the sense 
slready gpiained does not destroy the pluralistic foundations 
of Dvaita logic. 


Mr. H.N, Raghavendrachar's conception of philosophical: 
method is foreign to Indian thought. Like other Indian 
thinkers Madhva subordinates reasoning aided by observation 
to the Vedas in determining the existence of an Independent 
perfect principle and the nature of that perfect principle 
frankly admitting that all reasoning in respect of nitya-atindriya 
is sopadhike, ridden with extraneous conditions.” The Vedas 
are the only guide with respect to God and His glories, not 
Bradleyan logic. Andin the Vedas neither the concept of 
immanence of God in the world elaborated in Br. Up. 3, 7 nor 
the idea of the utter dependence of the werld upon God 





*V.T.V p. oad agretag arena, anata... 
p.1 1: OCasator gracara Racers a ae obras 
adpater wiPa: | aga: alwaarnfateata: eafq- 
wane | wad wate sf qorditanes aterza- 
ard: wan Wert: | seryese: etraraeie saderq | 
ahaa wiaaantasaahas oaths 


erg... sanfiat acaat afrra rer: | wee BE 
atvae sf cergentat aa 


*V.T.V. Top: at, 32: sarfamtenitg = sararta- 
waa etc, . - wafteoitermagaitecdacgay | 
~tgiotaidbarentar ae wre i 


(4) 96 


dasopibed in the Rg Veda and the Smritis® can be pressed inta 
the service of a monistia explanation of life and universe. The 
difference between the two elements postulated, namely 


a waeafanad figpart 1 ree Sae Great Yona 
WOT WNT: TATA 2, 2, 2. B.S. B. 


A dualism which conceives the worid as aiways dependent 
and Cod as always non-dependent only, cannot provide abiding 
satisfaction to the mind if it dass not show how the disparate 
elements are intergrated into an organic union—(for unity is 
impossible on account of essential contradictory attributes 
persisting in the two elements)—that prevents chaos and makes 
possible an explicable world-order. The Antaryamitva-vada, 
the doctrine of immanence (the misunderstood theory of God's 
giving reality to the world, of Mr. H.N. R.) fulfils this func. 
tion. God does not give His reality to the world, The giving 
reality to the world does not imply (a) creation, in time, of the 
hitya world (6) or identity of substance between the world and 
Brahman: giving reality is a metaphor for Prerana or Niya- 
mana (indwelling control, or direction from within) in order to 
keep the world in tact for ever in the ways in which the 
diverse elements can manifest their potantialities. 





Sri Madhva’s doctrine of immanence culminates in pan. 
eatheism, not pantheism. The former is the conception of 
Ged in all, and all things in God and is a form of Dualism 
implying distinctness of substance between God and the world, 
The iatter 1s the conception of the identity of all things with 
God and is a form of monism. it is true, Sri Madhva 
acknowledges that the jiva would not:be, without,the God in him, 
Allthe same, the sudsantial difference of the jiva and God 
is admitted; andthe difference is accepted to ne abiding, 
@atural, and nirupadhika. Hence the doctrine cannot but be 
pronounced to be a form of Dualism, with peculiar traits 
which distinguish it from all other dualistic systems whieh 
are philosophically untenable. 
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Svatantra end paratantra, is absolute and ultimate." though 
dependent upon God. The system of Dvaita consequently is 
not the dualism of matter and spirit, or good and evil, but the 
philosophical dualism of Svatantra and psratantra, two related 
ultimates, one irreducible to the other. But Mr. H.N. Ragha- 
vendrachar may say that God can reduce them into a unity by 
absorbing the paratantra into His Being or negating one of the 
two 60 as to leave only one principle or transforming Himself 
into the paratantra. But as it is, our God is Svatantra, by 
His will distinot from paratantra, and we are Dualists related 
to Him by His grace, 


I 


General remarks on Mr. H.N, R's article: ‘ Madhva’s 


conception of Svatantra.’ 
-38e— 


Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar's article in the University 
dournal (Vol. IV p. 1-36, 1943) reproduces in # nutshell! all the 
characteristics of his book, “ The Dvaita Philosophy and Its 


“VTL. p 9:-F area We 1... Tae GereT- 
fet... Read Rese: ov. Tv. pit. maatee- 
aK: | ase aetrantar ante; ave | TTA 
sears vara watfrenfea: | efreaafirrter sraret fate 
ade W There is no identity and difference either, between the 
world and Brahman, B. S. B. 2.3.18. says “ Marea 
ayer: B.S.B.D—* Geakeefehy ar The 
Siddhanta, there, is that the jiva is absolutely different from 
Brahman because He is only a pratibimba; a dependent being 
similar to Ged in a few respects, Real identity there is nons 


Detween the world and Brahman, But there is figurative 
usage of identity (Mr. H. N. R's monism) to denote many kinds 





et 


Place in the Vedanta” :—~admission of pluralistic data, mis- 
understanding of meanings of terms like Monism and Mono- 
theism, misinterpretation of dualistic texts, and mystifying 
equivocal phraseology and lastly a false conception of philoso- 
phical method, 

The author admits that, in Dvaita, God, the Independent. 
and Perfect is different always from the world in substance 
{21); that there are two tattvas; that God is not the material 
eause of the world, that God does not change into matter or 
jiva, that Madhva rejects Asatkaryavada and holds that 
nothing is devoid of purvavastha and uttaravastha, that is, that 
everything is eternal in a subtle form; that the jiva and space 
and other nitya entities do nat come out of a state of non- 
existence into a state of existence (which is creation or birth 
as we know it), that when the jiva is said to be born, he only 
gets @ physical body which he had not before; that the 
philosophy is a doctrine of Ekaniyamaka—one ruler 
(Sarvottama}, whose forms are identical with Him, but who is 
not identical with what He creates. Everything is dependent 
upon God, the niyamaka, No entity can exist without His 
direct effort for keeping it distinctly as it is. Pancabheda is 
Satya (real), Taratamya is real. The world is real, “Ifthe 
world is not real, the creatorship of Iswara cannot be 
justified.” There are contradictory attributes dividing God 
and the world, ‘Asvatantra 1s defective and Svaiantra is 
defectless and the two can never be identical."(°4) The world 
is not a part or change or transformation or identical ex- 
pression, or Visesha of Brahman’(23). 

He even admits thet the world has the same degree of 
reality as Brahman, that ‘the difference between the two 
cases (God’s and world's) of satyatva and nityatva is one of 
kind and not of degcee’ (26). 


of relationship between the world and Brahman: “ Weng 
aftcaa eared act eft: | ager ated 83 steisaerey- 
BAY” W See also A.V. 8,8, 1. 
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Thig pamphlet is an improvement upon the béck in two 
ot thraé réspects. The author has given up his Brahmadvaita 
or Svatantra-acvaita: has abandoned the doctrine of degrees 
of reality and has given up the definition of monism as & 
doctrine of ‘one in many.’ But he is now mora monistio in 
spirit than in the previous book. Whereas Madhva ufequi- 
Vovasily explains ail apparent Identity statements: in terms of 
Dvaita, Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar explains all explicit 
Gualistic truths of Sri Madhva in equivocal monistia expression 
and gives them dualistic meanings here and there. There sre 
passages in the scriptures which apparently teach that there 
fs one principle, God is the only real, God is all, God is the 
only cause, Sri Madhva has explained them as meaning that 
God is independent or Sarvottama after subjecting them to 
critical enquiry”? Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar reverts ta the 
position criticised by Sri Madhva and uses monistia 
phraseology as “Svatantra, the All that explains All” (4); 
“the Cause of all" (may mean material cause also); Source, 
Ground, Principle, Substance, Basis, Truth or Reality of all 
(p. 1.) which imply that God may be &® pantheistic Reality; 
“ Svatantra, the only Reality (20)" ; " Svatantra, the All,""; (28), 
But he admits that Madhva clearly says that ‘Svatantra’ is 
*Sarvottama,’ not Sarva. On p. 15. he says “At every stage, 
Madhve amplifies in unamb:guous language the teaching of 
the Sruti..by his favourite expression that Hari is 
Sarvottama—the Highest Principle of all." The Poorva- 
paksha language of Madhva is used to express the Siddhanta 





* Vide A.V. 1,1, 6 N. S.: 124:— ates apearier 
siuterta aaa saqraranfietadta sftarraita | arf 
eataasditestativsasteerd alana 
ts weit: Teaget qraafta i Parimala: afta a 
tetera emitter: u och afr 1 wt afta 
3, Fer eg Tare are: y- : 











by Me. H. N. Raghavendrachar, This is one kind of mystifi- 
oation. 


Secondly, Madhva states that the world is ‘paratantra,’ 
(dependent) and ‘avara,’ (inferior) —words which clearly reject 
the conception of derived reality (which implies that the 
world has God’s reality), But Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar 
says: “The Sutra calls the world ‘‘avara” {inferior). It is 
inferior because it is adhina and adhina means derived (26). 
Here the author invents the wrong word “derived” to 
describe the reality of the world, and gives it the Sanskrit. 
meaning 'adhina' (dependent), which no dictionary bears out. 
What is “dependent reality” to Sri Madhva is "derived 
reality”to Mr.H.N.R. So too Mr. H.N. R's theory of ‘one 
Real’ is a name for the doctrine of Sarvottamatva (Highest 
Being). On p. 13. also he says ‘the world is paratantra, that 
is, it has derived reality. This is the second kind of mystifi- 
cation. 


Thirdly, Madhva clearly states that Gad does not give His 
reality to the world but controls the reality of the world. it 
is obvious fram this, that passages which state that God gives 
reality or that the world derives reality merely mean that God 
controls the inherent reality of the world i.e. that the world is 
dependent. Mr.H.N. Raghavendrachar reverses this order 
of exposition. His Siddhanta is ‘God givas reality to the 
world’; God gives svarupa, pramiti and peavritti to all. 
Then he translates this ‘giving reality” into “aadhing 
(@ependent).” On p. 5. hesays “Isvara as the giver of satta in 
these various senses is called Niyamaka (controller)". Instead 
of directly stating that Isvara isthe controler of tha reality 
of all, he fatsely says ‘He gives reality to il’ and gives an 
explanation which involves wrong usage of words. This is 
the third kind of mystifisation. For “giver” does not mean 
“niyameka” or controller according to any usage. On p.§ 
he says again, “the term satta in this connection means 
svarupa (essence), pramitior prameyatva (the state of being 
known), pravritti (function) and existence in space and time, 
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Only from Isvara does everything in the world receive sattm 
in all these four senses and with reference to every aspect 
that occurs to it. For this reason everything is called 
adhina (dependent).” Here ‘receiving existence’ is used as 
an equivalent to “being dependent.” 


Fourthly, Madhva clearly states that many things, a¢ 
matter and space and jiva, are eternal and anadi; and if they 
are said to be created, it means they receive a special 
dependent trait at the time of creation though they are 
dependently coeval with God. In Mr. H.N. Raghavendra- 
char's exposition everything is created; God creates the anadi, 
God creates the nitya. Even eternal things are produced. 
(P.8): “The natural svarupa or svabhava possessed by 
everything is also created by Isa.” Then comes the unnatural 
translation on p. 8:—" Isvara is the giver of reality to prakriti 
...What is meant in these passages is that there is nothing in 
this world that has reality, independent of Brahman, For this 
reason the whole world is celled paratantra, Paratantra 
means product.” Whereas Madhva says (A. V.2. 3.1.) that 
ternal things are not created in the chief sense and that they 
receive a derendent trait at the time that Brahmanda is actu- 
ally produced, Mr, H.N. R. says all eternal things are created 
in the chief seuse and creation cans dependence, This is the 
fourth kind of my:tification. No dictionary translates 
“paratantra” into product. Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar 
admits also that spa: e. prakriti etc. have Coeval existence with 
God on p.7. “Creation of the world presupposes the existence 
of the substantive aspect of things” “Everything is nitya in 
substance and anitya with regard to its change.” So ‘ giving 
existence,’ creating, producing are equivalents to Niyamakatva, 
control, while receiving existence, creation and product are 
equivalents to paratantratva, dependence in Mr. H. N. Ragha- 
vendrachar’s vocabuary. 


Fifthly, Madhva says God is Niyamaka of all nitya and 
anitya, But Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar strangely says God 
is the author of all and later translates the word author into 
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‘niyamaka. On p. 20. he says:—" Having been the author 
(niyamake) of the particular svarupa and svabhava of the 
eetana,..Isvara makes the th.Sgs produced by the jiva.” 
Which dictionary authorises us to translate the word 


“author ” into ‘ niyamaka (controller)’ ? 

On p.10. he wrongly translates Madhva’s word ‘niyamaka’ 
into “creator”: he says “ The fact that Isvara is the creator 
of anadi essence of anadi things...is the same as anedi 
svabhava niyamaka sakti, the power of creating anadi 
svabhavs.” So when Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar writes :—~ 
“God is the creator of eternal things,” he means, ‘God is 
the niyamaka of eternal things,” why, we ask, does he not 
state Madhva’s position unambiguously ? 


Another kind of mystification consists in translating Srutis 
not in the senses whivh Madhva has given to them butin their 
apparent monistic sense and accepting it as the correct. 
sense for the basis of discussion. The Srutis “Sarvam 
khalvidam Brahma”, ‘“Ekamevadvitiyam Brahma” are 
translated in an anti-Madhvaic sense. So too the authori- 
ties ‘Vasudevamadvandvam”; ‘“ Yasmat paramatmaiva 
tatvam tasmat tameve pasyanti munayah” etc. are wrongly 
interpreted without reference to the glosses. Even if those 
texts are accepted in the senses given by Mr. H. N. Ragha- 
vendrachar, their monistic purpose is all frustrated by expla- 
nations of Sri Madhva to apparent monistic passages admitted 
by Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar also. He says on page 28: 
‘We have seen how creation meens giving satta, etc., to the 
created. This meaning of creation enables Madhva to explain 
the passages of Sruti which apparently teach the identity of 
Brahman and the world. He says, Bhg.T.17. “All this, 
viz,, the world consisting of bheda is said to be Purusa 
Himself, because the satta, etc, of the world are adhina.” 
Bhg. T. 53, “* Because Hari gives satta ‘to all, He is called 
Sarvatattva.’ “Bhg. T. 55,—Because Kesava gives satta to 
jiva, He is said, to be identical with it.” V.T.V. ° All this is 


32 


called Brahman, because satta, ete., of this are Brahma- 
dhina.” These Dvsita quotations of Mr. H. N. Ragha- 
vendrachar teach that epparent identity passages, are, 
secording to Sri Madhva, figurative (gouna) expressions 
conveying the truth that the world is dependent upon 
Brahman, ‘Creation’ according to Mr. H. N. R, also 
means ‘giving reality to the world’ which in turn means 
"tadvasata’ dependence, a8 already stated. So our author's 
monism is another name for the truth that the world 
is dependent upon God in all respects. But the language 
which Me, Raghavendrachar has employed to express this 
obvious truth is very inystifying. Instead of directly stating 
that the eternal things are dependent upon God, he says that 
the eternal things are created and then defines ‘creation’ as 
* giving satta,' and ' giving satta’ as ‘dependence,’ After this 
pyrotechnics of definition, he concludes on p. 28. that by 
interpreting the world ‘creation’ as "giving reality= 
dependence,” Sri Madhva has explained apparent identity 
passages. This is absurd and gives a very poor idea of Sri 
Madhva’s philosophical exposition, The truth is all the 
apparent identity passages are plain dualistic statements or 
Sigurative expressions to Sri Madbva.** But Mr. H.N. R, 





* Apparent ‘Advaita,’ texts are really figurative state- 
ments aia: teaching ina secondery sense one of five 
teuths; A.V. 1.1.1: @4T@SAM ete, quoted on p. 20. A.V 
2314 NS. p. 435: seeftererat: warararssatast 
aeearedit i... «ark eae areawaaiy 
a faetareaeteretrariat i feara froma site 
wenqaeafe | aut... dared seat 
awaet Tear seat a ate 
faakreergas | feq moraias (aq) wea: ef Pra. 
atata | N.S.p.451-—feeitage cenfatrier saute 
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failing to distinguish between w figurative expression and 
plain statement, and ignoring Madhva Sastras, considers 
a 8 cs a at 
J awag, WT whey wa, piain “monistic" statements 
teaching identity .and as identity between the world and 
Brahman is net accepted by him, he interprets ‘identity’ 
aa creation, and creation as giving of reality, and giving of 
réality as dependence and ends in a glorious explanation, 
namely, that Madhva is a monist and “monism = mesns 
dependence of the world, or supremacy of God. This 
presentation defames Sri Madhva and involves the abuse of 
many English words, and misinterpretation of Srutis. The 
term ‘identity’ never means ‘creation’, though it has 
five secondary meanings (Gounartha). Creation is not inter. 
preted as “giving of reality” to efermal things anywhere by 
Sri Madhva. “Giving of reality" 1s a figurative expression 
for ‘niyamana', control from within as indicated in A. VY. 
2.2.2. Instead of fancifully saying that the “implication” of 


identity stated in era is creation in the sense of giving 


of reality, Mr. H. N. R, ought to have stated—had he followed 
Sri Madhva—that apparent identity texts are plain dualistic 





af& amar: A.V. 2. 3. 18. N.S. p. 453. says that on 
account of the dependence of the jiva upon God in point of 
inherent attributes, cognition and activity, etc. and some 
resemblance between the jiva and God, the jive is calleda 
‘gouna amsa,’a part of God figuratively, not really. The 
reasoning also is clear: aaah aatstta Parearky arm 
Ra! “There is no identity between God and any other 
thing; there is no identity-and-difference between God and 
any other thing many way” Syenypel aaaiqi. aerafy- 
ae: }— ‘Statements of persisting difference in mukti in- 
validates monism in the real sense." N.S. p. 681 gays: 
Mer: AREHATEN!—" Menism is not the socepted posi- 
tion of the Sutrakara.” 
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texts; and that if they cannot be so construed they must be 
considered as figurative expressions of the truth that God is 
great and independent and the world is inferior and dependent 
ote, as explained in B.S.B 2.8.14; 2.1.5 and AVL 
ete, inal exposition™ turns a Gouna. 
advaita into a Mukhya-advaita, a figurative monism into real 
monism. He makes the obvious difficult, while usually 
writers intend to make difficult things clear. Indeed on p. 15. 
he says, ‘At every stege of his thought Madhva amplifies in 
unambiguous language the teaching that Hari is sarvottama— 
the Highest Principle of all. To make use of English terms 
his system is unmodified monism in the sense that it traces 
everything absolutely to one principle" Which dictionary 


™In his editorial of 29-11-1943 to “The Rationalist” 
Mr. G.R, Josyer. M.A., F.R.ES, remarks that Mr. H.N.R. 
sought to popularise Dvaitism as he “understood it" or as it 
““presanted itself” to him. But we ask, why did he under. 
stand it in a way opposed to tradition, as no Madhva scholar 
till to-day has understood it? The point is, systems of thought 
Jike Advaita lend themselves to varied and conflicting inter- 
pretations at the hands of their own adherents as seen in 
Siddhanta Lesa Sangraha of Appaya Dikshit. But Dvaita as 
expounded in the works of Sri Madhva and his commentators 
is clear as crystal. Its exegesis is exhaustive, comprehensive 
Bnd unequivocal. There are therefore no two schools of 
thought in Dvaita on any topic. It is impossible to mistake 
it any more than one can fail to discern that gold is yellow. 
Whose fault is it if the whitewashed wal] appears as yellow? 
Js it the fault of the white wall or of the defective eye? Has 
Mr. H.N. R. discerned ‘Monism in Dvaita’ hidden for 
centuries unperceived by Sri Madhva himself and all his 
commentators ? Or has he found a new meaning for the term 
‘monism' not known to any lexicographer? For to him, 
monism=creation=giving reality =dependence. Another posi- 
tion is Monism=one Reality, one Cause lone Substanée= 
giver of reality to eternal things=creater of’ all=indepen- 
dence=Sarvottama. 
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authorises us to say that a doctrine which holds that God is 
distinet from and superior to al! beings is monism? Mr. 
H.N. Raghavendrachar ignores the serious task of defining 
the term “ monism™ property with authorities and examples 
and showing what form of monism Dvaita is, if he has thought 
it to be a form of monism. He hrs not dona it because he 
cannot do it. Madhvaism is not monism. Indeed the very con- 
ception of Svatantra and even Mr.H.N.R.'s conception of 
“creation of all,” display the unlimited glory of the Lord 
in contrast with the littleness of the world and bring out 
the theistic character of the philosophy. The whole 
argument of Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar is:—There is 
Svatantra, God; because He is Svatantra (all-controlier) 
everything is to be traced to Him; hence, to Madhva himself, 
the system is monism.” The weakness of this argument is 
obvious. God is not the source of the eternal entities. He is 
not the material cause of the world. Sri Madhva nowhere 
calls himself an 'Advaitin,’ or his doctrine ‘ Advaita. He has 
condemned Advaita and explained apparent identity texts as 
tigurative expressions meaning that the worid is dependent 
upon God etc. With these rémarks, | turn to review 
certain errors of exposition in Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar's 
article; | shall quote Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s statements 
and then interpret them in the light of Dvaite faithfully, in 
order to show how confusing Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar’s 
article is on account of the abuse of several Sanskrit and 
English philosophical terms. 


iI 
Farther Examination of Mr. H. N. R's article. 


(1) * Svatantra, the one principle of A!l, substance of all, 
Reality of all:—Here principle means “niyamaka,” or 
Controller, not identical substance. One principle means. 
“ Sarvottama” to Mr, H. N, Raghavendrachar also (p. 15). 
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(2) Svatantra is the Cause, Ground, Basis of afl:—The 
meaning is efficient cause (not material chuse) of all; Adhara 
of Supporter of all. 


(3) "Svatantra is the giver of the reality of sll"—The 
meaning is Svatantra is the responsible agent of the reality of 
all, that is, immanent ruler. On p.5. Mr. H.N, R. says 
" Isvara as the giver of Satta in these variaus senses is called 
niyamaka,”* 


(4) “ The whole universe is the expression, work, or a 
product of a single principle and this is named Brahman” 
If this were true Madhva's philosophy would be monism. 
But the meaning of this sentence is, the whole universe is 
not the expression of Brahmen in the sense of identical 
manifestation or incarnation, or outer essentia! form; the 
universe is not the work of God in the sense of change or 
transformation or Vikara of God; it is not the product of God 
in the sense of material effect, asa table is the produst of 
wood. Some things like space are not products at all. On 
p. 6. the author says: “product means paratantra and by 
explaining creation etc. as occurring to the world, the text 
proves adhinata (the dependent nature of the world).” 








™" Giving of reality” to eternal entities is metaphorical 


for prerana or niyamana, contro] from within, See A.V. 2.2.2, 
wasn ahanetaios ae 1 walter: dcadsrerq- 
sftarar oat | aaa eagiaiiaia niga: | seer 
areeat fa Rerern va: eet freeafrea Rreraver 
eatpat: | Also 2. 2. 5: orerternitaat 1 cara ares 
aw mgteafefeeya: fh ande2.10.a.V—eremdte | arty 
gadtar WATT Wo ‘Giving reality’ to non-eterna!l things, 


mpans creating them in the shief sense. 
*See A.V. 2.2. 10, and 2, §.18.'B. S$. B. and AV. 
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p. 3.{5) “ Brahman is all that explains the world with all 
its aspects ":-——-No, unless ‘All‘ is made to mean Svatantra. 
The meaning is, the being, the capacity to act, indeed the 
entire history of the world cannot be explained without 
referring to God’s power, because the world is always ard in 
every respect ‘God.depentent.’ Such God-dependent-doctrins 
is monotheism, not monism. If Brahman jis all, the system 
is monism. 


(8) " Haricreates acetana as acetana; but he creates 
cetana along with acetana ie, body.”:—In Dvaita the word 
*Utpatt:’ has two meanings: (a) birth at a point of time— 
which is the chief primary meaning and (b) getting a new 
dependent trait. Nitya things have not the former kind of 
“Utpatti’, Ja the latter sense everything his ‘Utnatt.’ Put 
into English then it would mein every unor:ginated existent 
object secures some fresh dependent trait at the time of 
Brahmanda.creation; or simply becomes an object of special 
dependence, The English word “ereation' applied to express 
this grant of special dependent glory to unoriginated things 
confuses the readers unless it is fallowed by an objective 
complement. Mr.H,N. Raghavendrashar obviously misuses 
the English word ‘creation’ and takes pains to explain else. 
where that creation means ‘paratantrya’ (dependence) which 
becomes ridiculous. The Siddhanta is, cetenas are not 
created. Nitya acetanas also are not created.”” Burall are 
dependent upon God. “Along with” implies that the soul 
and body sre both created. That is false. 











37 See B.S, B. 2. 3. 1.;—aaTheal STAVHIT: 1... TE: 
qari gas: wpfrcearee ef Ww B.S.8.0.2. 3, 1 
ET: A aBIIEAETNa: | seat: ate speaaaa- 

MTSTATAE WON. V.B. 2.3.1 aT Girsa | wie: 
maT: | wear erate fgerTte ar aati ara: + 
NTA TASHGATgalS waa afyrret | 
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(7) “Madhva’s Brahmavada traces everything of the 
world to the wish of Brahman”:—The meaning is Sri 
Madhva’s Brahmavada traces the origin of the produced 
world to God's wi]] and maintenance of all to God's immanence. 
The wish of God does not become the world. Eternal 
entities are not created by the “ wish" of God. 


p. 4. (8) "Svatanter, the All that explains ali’ :-—No. 
Svatantra is the Que that is the efficient cause of the anitya 
and the maintainer of all; the one without subordination to 
witeh no bang of the world can exist. Statements which 
apparently teach that God is All are explained by Sri Madhva 
in a dualistic sense as admitted hy Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar 
also *% 

(9) “ The enuse of ali must be Svatantra, This may be 
iNustrated in the following manner: Cause in the ultimate 
sense 1s neeassariiy one. Two ultimate causes mit each 
other and rach erases to be ultimate. Further, the two 
causes must be brought together if they were to giva rise to 


aafasaat qantas gerdta fara 
favaer Sit samen 1 Nv. p.49—aendta area 
anand op is aorta fereracaarier 
fared oN. Vv. 8. 51. Sftaer area eniterfesitrer- 
ayer i 


Certain Srutis appear to teach identity, But, in A. V. 
and B.S B.1, 4,1; 2.3.14 ete, it has been decided that they 
should be interpreted inthe dualistic sense, that all is depen- 


dent upon Brahman. Also see Bn. T. 11. 5. 2 —apedtar aeTa- 
wt aaa wat | wa gee aaa araet agqaana 
agitrg wa ata eamaq uo steer 
... 8ead aqata 1 ad ateraaa apd ewarndtia- 
TF Wl 55 Bh.T. These are quoted by Mr. HN. R. also, 
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the world. The principle that brings them together becomes 
the ultimate cause of all and it is necessarily one."—The non- 
eternal world has many ultimate csuses in the sense of” 
co-existent, irreducible causes.*? Butthe Independent cause 
isone. Matter, space, time, jiva etc.. are ultimate causes. 
A doctrine of only one Independent cause and many depen- 
‘dent efficient and material causes distinct from It is 
Monotheism 


(10) “The cause of all is neither upadana nor nimitta. 
The cause of all is necessarily changeless. So the cause of 
all 7s not npadana. Nor is it nimuta. For a nimitta cause cansot 
do anything without the help of upadana.""—This is unphiloso- 
phieal. The Svatantra karana must belong to one of two 
eatesomes—nimitta (efficient cause) or upidana (material 
cause). Otherwise it will have to be an abstraction, God is 
admitted to be the chief nimittakurana? The definition of 
Timittakarana is “ generator without undergoing transforma- 
tion.” 


(11) '' Thus according to Madhva, Svatantra is the cause 
and paratantra is product and Svatantra is the cause of all 
that occurs to paratantra.”—These remarks must be under- 
stood in the light of T, S. T. sentences ignored by the author.‘' 





See 2.1.6.B.S.B. and A.V. 2.1.6. See Gita Ch. 18 
St.13. 


OTS, T-qqgM ay Kara wmigaarkahada 
AAAAAAT: Also N.S. p. 200. PC. p. 6:—-srahonfa- 
Rat qantas 1 arc Ba saa 
Pafaenrerafa—in his D. P,P, V. Mr. HN. R. has stated 
that God is the efficient cause; p. 176: “According to the 
Upanishads Brahman is efficient cause (nimitta) of the world,” 

“Ge fenfa: defaer Preatseraatey 1 aahiter 
ga ganaRraties | Rope aaeer aaa care- 
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it js.an abuse of the English word ‘product’ to say that 
Lakshmi, ete, are products. They are eterna! but become 
enciched or transformed into new glory at the time of crea. 
tion. It is also unpnilosophical to speak of such entities as 
Lakshmi, Prakriti, and Space as limited in every respect. 
Further they ere not changes of God as a table is a product 
of matter. If product means ‘dependent’ according to the 
author himself (p. §.), such a meaning is opposed to English 
usage. 

(12) The author says that Ged is Ashtakarta—the creator 
of the “eight aspects that occur to paratantra’’; production 
living, destruction, direction, knowledge, non-knowledge, 
bondage and release. ‘‘The first four and non-knowledge, 
in the sense of the absence of knowledge occur to acetana 
and all the eight aspects occur to cetena.” Criticism :-—The 
author ignores T. S. statements just quoted and implies that 
Lakshmi also is created, destroyed, etc.—a view eriticised on 
p. 14. of Parimala. The pomt is, the author makes no 
distinction between what God cando and what be actually 
does, If Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar is consistent to his view, 
he should state that God creates knowledge, release, bondage 
etc, to all acetanas, He thinks that God's independence 
implies actual creation of eterna] things in the chief sense, 
Why dees he not think that God's ‘indepenedence' cannot be 
rightly justified unless the term ‘independence’ means 


ain: | aaerqafret ewer attdeniat Reniih 
fetta: | waateq trates genie i wine aaa 1... 
wage ast 1 seatg ay ae wediaie: eas 
am ararct fawgdiay qraeat: | ot YF ACART ATA | 
eta wenaararaer agit i oat fahren 
eter afecadt frentreranteea amt aner 
we | eRTag ater et Faw | gw see- 
wettar | Ge gearewe fren gery 
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granting of knowledge, release, bondage ets., to acetans also? 
If the eternal entities can be said to be “created” in all serious- 
fess, why should not acstanae be said to be endowed with 
knowledge, bondage, release and other conscious experiences? 
‘Will not the glory of God increase by such an admission? Mr. 
H. N. Raghavendrachar unnecessarily checks his original 
speculations. Can he not say acetana has knowledge, bondage 
and release and translate these terms into " dependence,” 
just as he says eternal entities have ‘creation’ and translates 
the term ‘creation ' into * dependence "? 


(13) “Svatantra signifies all-creationship":—Not neee- 
ssarily.? If it doas, it may bs retorted that it signifies that God 
has no creative desire; that He suffers no second real thing 
beside Him and so the world is unreal; and that God 
makes matter also all-knowing, every spirit equal to God; 
Gives ‘eight aspects’ to jada; creates all things equally and 
alike, ete. Is all this signified by ‘Svatantra'? The 
truth is, the method of reasoning cannot establish a Sva- 
tantra entity; cannot establish the glories of ‘Svatantra.’ 
The author quotes 76 authorities and gives a theological 
account of his own ignoring plain Srutis and calls it pure 
philosophy unaided by the Vedas. After all, he means by 
“ereatorship’ dependence or adhinatva (p. 5), T. V.T. con- 


demns the view that nothing is eternal an aereanerar- 
araaas GErgane: | eoRgarentar wre ef W 


(14) “ Svatantra is the giver of the nityatva to the nitya 
things of the world “‘ Giver” is metaphorical. A philaso- 
phical writer must be clear, The meaning is, God is the 
indwelling maintainer of the eternity of eternal things, But 
for Him, even eternal things would not be. By ‘giver’ Mr. 


“See A.V. 9.2.1: reargariterre ares fe freq. 
Agu YoMpiscagerftetaies Rrajaiea 1 
srartrafe . . . 12Ba W See also B.S. B.2. 1. Sutra 12, 








H.N, Raghavendrachar means “Niyemaka” (p. §) whieh is 
wrong translation. : 

. (18) “Isvara as the giver of Satta in these various senses 
is called Niyamaka. Madhva says in Ai. Bh.37, By explaining 
creation, ete., as occuring to the world, the text proves adhi- 
patva (the dependent nature) of the world.” p. 7: ‘Everything 
is nitya in substance.” p. 9: ‘‘ Tattva means Prameya; both 
—Does this account 
favour a monistic interpretation of things? Secondly does 
“giver of Satta” mean creator as wall as Niyamaka? Is 
“ creator” equal to” Niyamaka"? 








Svatentra and asvatantra are prameyas” 





p. 7. (16) “Isvera ‘creates Akasa’; it is an expression of 
Isvara who is immanent in it."—-No. It is an abuse of the word 
“create” to say Cod creates Akasa for God only g:ves a special 
dependent trait to unoriginated Akasa. Creates means gets & 
dependent trait according to Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar (p. 5) 
not according to any English dictionary. The verb create 
must be follawed by an objective complement. 


(17) ‘Nothing in the world is uncreated "No, Non-eternal 
entities are not un-created, Eternal entities are not created 
as T.S, T. says: ahreaa atte aeart rea x Reve. oe 
aafirerenneersre: | Prema: 1 are Sar eeqreret | osgreontat 
Heaearwred F TAT ATATE ll The position that everything 
is created is criticised there alone; AMARA TAT 
afieterdtat Praeatt® fer: 1 wires waren | afkereett 
THRTARTAMETT Il The meaning is, if everything is 


said to be created, the admission of eternal entities becomes 
contradicted. Hence the Acarya says: “ The dependent world 
-has a small number or great number of the twelve aspects: 
greation, protection, destruction, control from within, ignor- 
ance, knowledge, bondage, release etc. Only the nori-eternal 
and Nityanitya sntities have creation.” ‘ wk 
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- It. is true that statements’ like “everything is eres: 
ted’ ogeur in the Sastras. The suthor should explain 
their intended sense. All these discussions based on ® 
misapprehension of the right spirit of B.S. B, 2 & 1 
(Viyadadhikerana) lead the author inte a quagmire of 
ambiguous expression that serves no philosophical purpose. 
The truth is, the creation of the produced world only is in 
the hands of God but not the creation of the nitya world for it 
has no creation at all“ Further ‘uncreated’ as already 
pointed out means not-dependent to Mr. H.N. Raghavendra: 
char, (p. 5.) Obviously, the English used by the author is too 
poor to bring out the significance of B.S, B. 2.3.1. ete. 
satisfactorily, His language is hopelessly misleading. The 
author means everything is dependent upon God, But he 
uses expression which impties that everything is identical 
with God; or that God is the only Reality, The T. V. T. says 
that only the knowledge that everything is dependent upon 
‘God alone (not one with Gad) leads to liberation from bondage* 
‘Not-uncreated’ for ‘dependent’ is an abuse of expression, 


p. 9, (18) "Even the so-called anadi things are His 
ereation"—No, Anadi things have no creation; they are 
dependent upon God for their protection etc. Otherwise, this 
is a self-contradictory argument. i 


p. 7.(19) “ Isvara creates the world by making use of the 
elements that are already existent, i.e., the elements to which 
Isvare has already given existence”—No. “ Has already given 
‘existence is a metaphor for ‘has dependent existence along 


. S.C. 7.370: acenatah a sericea. 
& feat eae i... sattacennaa aerate 
wratiwaratrar f vere aah arava Rranrwaferet 
mage Read... jarftadear a . 

“TV Ieee I geet: eat | wake 
arnt dererqead f& au 
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Whh.Him! it isan abuse of expression to use the were 
{Miva axistanes’ in. the sense ‘of “control.” The expignatipa. 
at Mr. H. XN. Raghavendracher is more difficult than the 
passage ha éxplains. To him “createe” means gives ‘wdhi- 
watva’ (dependence) p. 5. 

pS. (20)  Prakrti, etc., also are products "No. They exist 
‘dependently upon God's desire, Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar 
igwores the coeval nature of the dependent eternal reals with 
dependent inherent reality of their own. Or, we should know 
‘ttrat to him, product means paratantra (p.8). It is an abuse 
of language to use the word ‘product’ for paratantra (depen- 
dent). 

(21) “ Paratantra means product (karya) "—The reasoning 
must be quite the reverse. {f the nitya world is called karya 
it means that it is paratantra in a special way, as it is depen. 
dent upon Him for its existence though not produced by Him. 
Dependent existence is not necessarily produced existence. 
No dictionary can sanction this usage. 

p. 9, (22) “Though both Svatantra and paratantra are 
called prameyas, it must not be forgotten that Svatantra is the 
object in the highest sense."—Both are objects of knowladge. 
Narayana is the chef object. Tie word object has no change 
of senses. 

3 (23) "All without any exception is actually created by 
Brahman’ :—The same fault as in 18. Non-sternal entities 
are created; but eterna! entities are maintained and invested 
with special traits at the time of Brahmanda-production. Sri 


| @See Gita li.12 and Xi, 19:—ete get Sq free 
wedt sara AV. eer wer safe Bake 


God's ’ giving reality’ to anad: things coeval with Him cane 
sists in His controling them from within so as to reveal their 


natural unborn eapacities. N.S. p.134 oe LST Tee 
sePratay 1 Parimala p.123:-—S0eTNTY ks eR 
away waraa Siar: of 





Wiadhva used the word Srshti (creation) in three senses (1} 
‘orignation out of a state of non-existence (2) investing a pre- 
‘iously existing thing with a special trait (3) manifestation of 
Yorms; as, God creates Brahmanda; God creates Lakshmi 
Queen of the world ; Gad creates His forms. Mr. H. N. Ragha- 
vendrachar uses the word ina fourth sense, namely mainte. 
nance of eterna! things which he calls ‘giving reelity to nitya 
entities,” and he thinks that this is actual creation. But 
maintenance is a form of niyamana, not Srshti. Nevertheless 
he says that everything is created and interprets his own word 
“srention’ as ‘adhinatva, dependence’ on p, 5. But actual 
ereation is Abhutvabhavanam-coming into existence out of a 
State of non-existence ; as the creation of a table. 


(24) “‘Isvara has anadi svabhava niyamaka sakti’ the 
Power of cresting anadi svabhava ":—This is wrong transla- 
tion; the correct version is, ‘the power of controlling anadi 
svabhava,’ Obviously creation means, to the author, niyama- 
katva ie, control. Such a position is faithful to Sri Madhva 
‘but such a usage of expression is unfaithful to lexicographers. 
It is n abuse of the Sanskrit word niyamaka to transiate it 
ito creating power. In order to support his fanciful position 
that everything is created, Me. H. N. Raghavendracher has 
gone to the extent of translating tha phrase “controlling 
power” into “ creative power.” 


(25) “ Vishnu is the ‘ giver’ of Satyatva to other things” :— 
The meaning is, Satyatva-niyamaka—maintainer of reality. 
‘Giver of reality’ means niyamaka to ths author also. (p. 5). 


(36) "In the Vedanta of Sankara, the distinction between 
jiva wnd Brahman is taken to bs anadi; yet it is considered to 
ie the creation of avidys”:—The word creation is loosely 
Weed. Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar has rristranstated the 
W588 adhitia it the authority he hes quoted i aeirat fe. 
erdya Wamu frarren.”” The right translation is“ To the 
Adivgiting, the distinotign between jive and Brahrian is Nigg- 
shya, dependent upon Avidya.” Here Sri Sankara’s followers. 
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with Him. itisan abuse of expression to use the phrase 
* give existence ' in the sense of “control.” The explanation 
of Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar is more difficult than the 
passage he explains. To him “creates” means gives ‘adhi~ 
natva’ (dependence) p. 5. 

p.8 (20) * Prakrti, ete., also are products "—No. They exist 
dependently upon God's desire, Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar 
ignores the coeval nature of the dependent eternal raals with 
dependent inherent reality of their cwn“. Or, we should know 
that to him, product means paratantra (p.8). It is an abuse 
of language to use the word ‘product’ for paratantra (depen. 
dent). 

(21) “ Paratantra means product (karya) "The reasoning 
must be quite the reverse. If the nitya world is called karya 
it means that it is paratantra in a special way, as it is depen- 
dent upon Him for its existence though not produced by Him. 
Dependent existence is not necessarily produced existence. 
No dictionary can sanction this usage. 

p. 9. (22) “Though both Svatantra and paratantra sre 
ealled prameyas, it must not be forgotten that Svatantra is the 
object in the highest sense.”—Both are objects of knowledge. 
Narayana is the chief object. The word object has no change 
of senses, 

’ (23) "All without any exception is actually created by 
Brahman’ :—The same fault as in 18. Non-eternal entities 
are created; but eternal entities are maintained and invested 


with special traits at the time of Brahmanda-production. Sri 
“See Gita ll.12 and XI. 19:—meta get Sq fa. 
art waa b AV.1i.1 eet eat aarkt Reka 


God's ' giving reality’ to anadi things coeval with Him son- 
sists in His controlling them from within so as to reveal their 
natural unborn capacities. N. S.p.134 or Leg sedien TCE are 


ART | Parimals p.123:—ae aera athod 
sopeantt sana gated: 4 
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Madhva uses the word Srshti (creation) in three senses (1) 
orignation out of a state of non-existence (2) investing a pre- 
viously existing thing with a special trait (3) manifestation of 
Yorms; as, God creates Brahmanda; God creates Lakshmi 
Queen of the world ; Cod creates His forms, Mr. H. N. Ragha- 
vendrachar uses the word ina fourth sense, namely mainte- 
nance of eternal things which he calls ‘giving reality to nitya 
entities,” and he thinks that this is actual creation. But 
maintenance is a form of niyamana, not Srshti. Nevertheless 
he says that everything is created and interprets his own word 
‘creation’ as ‘adhinatva, dependence’ on p. 5. But actual 
ereation is Abhutvabhavanam-coming into existence out of a 
state of non-existence ; as the creation of a table. 


(24) ““isvara has anadi svabhava niyamaka sakti' the 
power of cresting anadi svabhava ":—This is wrong transla- 
tion; the correct version is, ‘the power of controlling anadi 
Syabhava,’ Obviously creation means, to the author, niyama- 
Katva i.e., control. Such a position is faithful to Sri Madhva 
but such a usage of expression is unfaithful to lexicographers, 
It is An abuse of the Sanskrit word niyamaka to translate it 
into creating power. In order to support his fanciful position 
that everything is created, Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar has 
gone to the extent of translating the phrase “controlling 
power” into “ creative power.” 


(25) “ Vishnu is the ‘ giver ' of Satyatva to other things" :—— 


The meaning is, Satyatva-niyamaka—maintainer of reality. 
"Giver of reality’ means niyamaka to ths author also. (p. 5). 


(36) “In the Vedanta of Sankara, the distinction between 
jiva and Brahman is taken to be anadi; yet it is considered to 
Ye the creation of avidys”:—Thea word creation is loosely 
ased. Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar has mistransiated the 
wit adhina in the authority he has quoted :-—* waheat ate 
vareftt fama frartag.? The right translation is ‘To tha 


Advaitins, the distinctian between jiva and Brahman is Nixg- 
mya, dependent upon Avidva.” Here Sri Sankara’s followers 
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are called Advaitins (monists) by Sri Vyasa Tirtha. Mr. 
H. N. Raghavendrachar takes pains to avoid that term 
and transiates the word "Advaitins” into ‘the Vedanta of 
Sankara’ as he has resolved to reserve the term Advaita for 
Madhva’s system. His translation of the term ‘adhina’ into 
*ereation’ (p. 5) proves that he intends to change the texts 
to suit tha purposes of his exposition. The “creation of 
all” bought at such a dear cost will not favour a true monistic 
hypothesis, 

This illustrates the author's wrong use of words like 
product, creation, cause, source, ground; etc. The author 
should consider the difference between karya-karanabhava 
and niyamya-niyamaka-bhava. 


p.11.(27) “The Sruti says: “Sadeva Somyedamagra 
asit,” and so on. The apparent meaning of this is that 
Brahman (Sat) was prior to the world, But, because time is 
one of the items of the world, the real meaning of the Sruti 
must be that Brahman transcends time, because It is the 
creator of time. So, the term ‘agre’ inthe Sruti does not’ 
mean priority in time ; it means gunapurna.,’ :-—This quotation 
proves decisively that Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar has mis- 
interpreted passages apparently teaching that Brahman 
creates all entities. The meaning of those passages is simply 
this: God transcends all the sitye entities in the sense of 
being greater than they. He does not create the. nitys, as 
actual creation in the sense of bringing into existence out of a 
state of non-existence is not possible in respect of them. 
Time and space and many entities existed along with God 
dependently before creation, God is greater than the world, 
God is greater than time. But it is wrong to say that God is 
the craator of time-process. Again the use of the word. 
creator in English, in the sense of "controlier’ involves an. 
abuse of expression, Creation means ‘niyamake’ (controlier), 
according to the author (p. 10.). 

p. 12.(28) "Sarvam Khalvidam Brahma “(au this is 
Brahman indeed)” :—The author translates the Sruti BS & 





me 
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Sankarsite does, while it is interpreted by Sri Madhva in the 
sense ‘ This Brahman is perfect.“ This again is one of the 
many illustrations of misinterpretetations of Madhva texts 
abounding in Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar’s book, But, one 
teal means 'Sarvottama’ (superior to all bsings) to our author 
{p. 15.) Has the word ‘one’ such significance, or the word 
‘real’? 


p. 18. (29) "The world has derived reality ":—Another 
abuse of expression meaning distinct inherent dependent 
reality ; not His reality. Mr. H.N. Reghavendrachar translates 
derived reality into dependent reality on p. 13. 


p. 14. (30) Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar states the correct 
position of Sri Madhva and rejects it: “Sometimes, we may 
read carelessly some passages of Madhva such as :—the world 
is satya, nitya, etc., it is different from Brahman, Brahman 
creates the wortd making use of prakrti, etc, Brahman is 
tattva, the world is tattva, etc., etc. And after such a careless 
reading, we may wrongly think that Madhva teaches as. 
follows:—-The world is as real as Brahman. Brahman is one 
‘of the causes of the world; Brahman has therefore a second 
of many seconds to it, etc. ete. We may evan think that we 
an support these ideas by means of Sruti, Smrti and the 
arguments used by the other Darsanas, Nyaya, and so on. 
But ail these are only notions that are fundamentally opposed 
to Madhva's Brahmavada, the sole aim of which is to establish 
Svatantra as the only ground of the world.” 


Criticism:—(1) There is nothing wrong in the refuted 
position and in thinking in the way described there, The aim 
of the Brahma-vada is not to establish Svatantra as the only 
ground of the world, but to establish that Svatantra is the 
only independent ground of the world which has many depen-— 
dent grounds of many kinds. Read Gita Charter 15. 1-5. A, V. 


21.6 and Br. Bh. to 6 7:—aTRaMeaT. The 





“See OT. Wi. 3.14.2andBS.B2314 °  - 
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alleged mistaken position therefore is the correct position 
though such knowledge will be useless if one does not apprehend 
that Brahman is independent, and that everything is depen- 
dent upon Him. To Sri Madhva asto the advocates of the 
alleged position, the world is as real as Brahmani.e, has the 
same degree of reality as Brahman. But Brahman has 
superior Svarupa, etc., while the world has inferior Svarupa, 
etc. Onp. 26 Mr.H.N. Raghavendrachar ajiso admits that 
{he difference between the satyatva of the world and that of 
Brahman “is one of kind, and not of degree.” Now he is 
representing this position as a mistaken notion. (2) The 
world has many causes, not many indepsndent causes, 
Brahman is the independent cause; Akasa, Time, Matter etc. 
are dependent causes. Brahman is not the material cause at 
ali, As Brahman has not been the only cause of the world, 
the world, stristly speaking, isthe product of many causes. 
Since God is not the materia! cause of the pot, the pot is the 
Product of many causes, God being the independent cause, 


The authority “ ereatat araacy wa: fe wer erat: 7 


shows that Cod can create without dependent causes, not that 
He has created without dependent causes. On the other 
hand 2. 1. 6. states that he has used them. So by the will of 
God Himself the world is the product of many causes.” It is 
wrong to say that dependent cause is no cause at all. Can we 
Say that dependent fire does not burn? Even dependent 
reals have arthakriyakaritva, See B, S. B. 2.1.6. Where Sri 
Madhva admits ‘Sadhanajata’ a collection of causes which 
God makes use of in creating the world. (3) Brahman has a 
second in the form of 8 paratantra world. It is eternal 
misery to think that the world is unreal and that therefore 
Brahman is devoid of a second at any time. But Brahman 





* Ses the passage quoted on p. 14, f, 

“(1) Be. Ba. 3. 6. 4p, 21): SaTeR SeRaT Aaa aaa 
age 1 wata u.. . . aendgectaasseeretre 1 of err 
ferent a safer 
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hes no equal or supsrior or independent second. That is why; 
Sri Madhva has interpreted “Ekamevadvitiyam” not in the 
sense of ‘Go isone without a second” but in the sense of ' God 
ie the Highest Being undifferenced in Himself, without an equal 
orsuperior’ ; for in B S. B. 2.1. 6 it is decided that Brahman 
has a peratuntra second. 


“Ekamevadvitiyam” which apparently means ‘Brahman 
has no second’ is interpreted to mean that "' Branman has @ 
second, inferior second, not an equal or superior." 


That Mr. H. N. Righavendrachar wrongly understands 
Madhva's position 1s apptrent by his interpretation of 
*‘Examevadvitiyam Brahmi’ into “Brinmanis one only and 
It is secondless " Obviously he plans to fost his own 
{ideahsti nya He adwuts that the 
world is satya, mtya, and that thera 5 no bfferance af dedree 
in the realities of the world and Brahman, Yet he eriticises 
the right Ovaita position, Has he g.ven up Dvatta? The 
passage (83) quoted in support of his exposition by Mr. 
H. N. Raghavendrachar is in A, V. 2.2.1; 


Ang. V.2.21:-aeaRgegeat wgeareaRat t 
amas sree facoreranafea: 1 faxar aaa 
aaikomaa | anareatiag segue seraa:) 
game aia aes ana: aq) aa gaadiar 
fargae aital | gawe: aiteq: amargzar: Bari 
fa Rat: ag aaa fost | aa Prasat 
ateatadt | Previous to this passage we have arate 
wrod: aaa sara: | THAR Sef aes 
weit: | mbaqaadasi geghafe we atizadte 
arerarraizary i 


This passage does not criticise the view stated by Mr. 
“.N.R, at all, It oriticises the Sahnkya, Advaita and other. 
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doctrinss, including Mr. H.N. R's position which maintair 
views opposed to the intended teachings of the Vedas, 


p. 14. (31) “‘ Brahman the only source of all" —Misleading 
again. ‘Only source’ for ‘chief Nimittakarana’ is wrong 
usage. Brahman is the only responsible agent of all. With- 
out Brahman the world would not be. ‘Source of all’ means 
* giver of reality which means niyamaka to our author. (p. 5.)— 
The world has two sources, one independent and many depen- 
dent sources. 


p. 15. (32) “ Being misled by the term Dvaita that is appliec 
to Madhva's thought even an ardent follower of Madhva may 
try to find out Dualism or Pluralism in this thought ":—!f duas 
lism is understood as a doctrine of two distinct beings,of dif- 
ference between paratantra and svatantra, not necessarily o1 
two perfect beings of equal glory; if pluralism is understoow 
as adoctrine of many distinct beings, not as a doctrine o 
many independent beings there is no harm in regarding this 
philosophy as a form of dualism or pluralism” There i 








“The D.P.S. 11 p 306 defines Pluralism as “the theory 
that reality consists ina plurality or multiplicity of distine 
beings opposed to monism as a theory of the essential anc 
ultimate unity of all being” Also see p. 79 of Dvaita Pradipe 
where the definitions of the terms Monism, and Dualism are 
quoted. 


Also En, R. E. vol. Vili, p. 809:—Moniss1:—Taking the 
term in its widest sense, we might apply it to every mode o 
thought which seems to transcend the distinction between the 
physical and the psychical and to reach an ultimate unity :— 
classification-—Idealistic monism, naturalistic monism. In the 
19th century, the term "monism™ came to be used by the 
disciples of Hegel as designating their own peculiar mode o 
thought. 


Absolute -~Vol. 1. Er, R. E, p. 48:—" The Absolute in Meta. 
physics—The term is applied in metaphysics to the whole o 
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farm in regarding it as a form of monism, a doctrine of only 
one being, as it implies that the world is mithya. A doctrine 
of one independent being responsible for the dependent being 
of the world, equally real (not independently real) is called 
monotheism, not monism. The misunderstanding of defini- 
tions given in the dictionary, the failure to perceive the root. 
meanings of monism, dualism, pluralism, theism; the 
ignoring of words like Bhedavadin, Bahutattva-vada ete, 
employed by Sri Madhva and his followers to denote their 
positions, and the desire to strike out a new path not supparted 
by texts is responsible for this mystifying exposition. 


(33) —"At every stage of his thought he amplifies 
in unambiguous language the teaching of the Sruti—" Eka- 
mevadvitiyam Brahma”— (Brahman is one only and It is 
secondless), by his favourite expression that Hari is Sar- 
vottama—the highest principle of all. To make use of Eng. 
lish terms, his system is unmodified monism in the sense 
that it traces everything absclutely to one principle, i.e., 
Brahman, It is thus far from dualism or pluralism. Fur- 
ther, to call his thought manotheism is not to do justice to 
him. Monotheism implies something of religious faith, 
But mere faith as opposed to reason has no place in his 
philosophy.": Criticism—Where is the quotation in support. 
of this remark? What authorised the author to interpret 
“Ekameva’ as Secondless. Is that the Dvaita Bhashya 
meaning? Can secondless mean Sarvottama according to any 
dictionary? if ‘Ekameva’ means ‘secondless' Madhva's 
interpretation of it as ‘Sarvottama’ becomes wrong, If 
Ekameva means ‘Sarvottama,’ the author's translation of it 
into ‘secondless’ is unfortunate. Should not the author faith- 
tully interpret the Dvaita quotations he g:ves, just as Sri 





Reality, Absolutismin philosopy is a method of interpret- 
ing realty which starts from the point of view of, and con- 
structs a system by direct reference to, the complete unity 
ofthe whole. p,47:—In the Vedanta philosophy the doctrine 
-of the Absolute is styled Monism (Advaita-vada).” 
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Madhva has construed them? Secondiy a philosophy which 
traces evarything absolutely to one principle so as to posit @ 
relation of identity i.e, which expounds the multiplicity as an 
aspect, Svarupa-amss, part, transformation, or mode or 
manifestation, of the one principie is Monism, A philosophy 
which traces the existence of the world to one maintainer or 
Niyamaka or transcendent-immanent principle is Sesvara. 
vadaor monotheism. Dvaita is s philosophy and religion. 
Every form of monotheism is not irrationa!, or mere religious 
faith opposed to reason. Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar's new 
monism is tha pure monotheism of lexicographers, with the 
defects of irreligion, wrong arguments to prove God, and 
ambiguous expression. True monotheism is a philosophical 
system which makes religion possible. If a doctrine of 
*Sarvottama’ is not monotheism which else is? Sarvottama 
means supreme being; the Highest of all principles; not ‘the 
principle of ail,’ Dependent prncipies also are principles 
gccording to Sri Madhva. If it is said that Monotheism 
implies something of religious faith, It may be retorted that 
Mr. H.N. Raghavendrchar’s monism implies something of 
unreality of universe, or identity between Cod and the world, 
and unvedic independent reasoning, and also absence of 
religion. The root-meanings of the words monism and 
monotheism are ignored by Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar. 


p. 15.(84) Again Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar gives a 
partially correct and partially incorrect exposition of Dvaita 
as nobody has given it and criticised it: “ A superficial reading 
of Puranas often makes us familiar with the creation of the 
world in cycles (kalpa). We are told that Isvara gives rise 
tothe things of the world, mahat, ahankara, etc., making 
use of prakriti as upadana and kala, etc, as nimitta. in 
accordance with the karma of the jivas that have to play 
their parts in the created world. This is the popular idea of 
creation among the Hindus in general and the Madhvas in 
particular. [tis popularly believed that the upadana and 
nimitta causes of the world and the jivas are anadi and 
therefore uncreated. /# is also believed that God is the creator 
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in the sense that he connects and directs the several salfe 
existent anadi things and with their help creates the objects 
of tht wid. evin as a pot-miker connects water, clay, ete 
and makes a pot. The idea that the upadana ani nimitta 
causes of the world exist irrespective «+f God, the creator, 
is the substance of this belief.” Criticism:—The account of 
this imaginary tradition, is the result of an undigasted 
study of B.S. B. 2.3.1. and A. V, 2. 3. 1. etc, as already 
pointed out.8 There is no such tradition among the 
Madhvas as is alleged here. If the author were to substitute 
“by them” for “ with their help " and change ‘irrespeative of? 
into " distinct from" and ‘imminent principle’ for ‘ creator,” 
and state that all the things used by God are dependent upan 
Him not only as 4 servant upon his king, but in the sense of 
having its existence, essential nature, and functioning vapa- 
city, ete, dependent upon Hin grace always and everywhere, 
in place cf the italicrsed sentence, there will by notning wrong 
in tne exposition at all. There is absolutely no relation be- 
tween Mr. H N. Raghavendeachar'’s remarks and the T. C, 
quotation he has made in this connection which says that 
everything, even if unborn, gets a special dependent trait 
at the time of world-production, There is no Madhva who 
imagincs that any part of the world is independent of Cod at 
any stage; just as there is no student of pnilosophy so 
ignorant as 10 think that a doctrine of Sarvottama-vastu can 
be called monism. The point is, an ordinary but careful 
study is sufficient to enable ane to avoid saying God created 





5° Anadi (unoriginated) things and all entities are ‘self, 
existent,’ in Dvaita, in the sense thatthey have Svatu: Satyata- 
watural existence; not independent existence. Svarupato-nitya 
Eterna! things, as defined in G, V. 2-18, we may say, do 
not require the aid of God in point of creation, for they 
have no creation at ail. Ail things depend upon God for 
maintaining what they naturally possess. But what they 
maturally possess is not derived from God’s essence. It is 
distinct in substance etc. See M. T. N. Ch, I. 28. 
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sternal things; or that dependént reality means created 
reality. A philosophical exposition in English .must” pay 
regard to the meanings which English words like creation, 
product, derived etc. signify in accordance with tradition and 
usage. 


p. 18. (38) ‘Svatantra,’ ths sole C-estor of All, always, 
everywhera';—No, Svatantra is the chief creator, not the sole 
ereator. The author ignores dependent reals It 1s true that 
at the time of creation, the dependent causes were functioning 
only ina subtle form by the grace of God immanent in them; 
and God ‘created’ the world by making use of the dependent 
causes, Himself. But after the world.creation, the work of 
erealing inferior things is being carried on by agents other 
than Cod also with Ged as tieir, indwelling principle. Tnese 
agents are not independent, but dual in nature; every man is 
himself plus the distinct God in him; the self has the power 
to create toa certain extent; In B S.B 2.3.16 itis decided 
that the jiva has many natural, underived qualities. 2. 3.17. 
B.S. B. decides that the self has natural creative power 


waa. God therefore is not the sole creator in this system. 


But as decided in 2.2.2. and 2.1.6. that dependent creative 
power cannot function without the God in it, the self is not 
the independent creator.*" So we have two creators: many 
deperident creators and ore Independent. God is the sole 
independent creator, the chief creator, not the sole creator 
in this system. Mr. H. N, Raghavendrachar persistently ignores 
this distinction and employs the monistic Janguage, which 
Madhva relegates to the position of his poorvapaksha and 
explains as being figurative in nature, In V.T.N. chapter 2, 


Madhva says THTETATITARA aR aarearaTa aa: 


(See also 1. 4. 1. B. S.B.) Secondly, while elucidating’ 
this, the author says: “ We have seen how the rich creator- 





*'The quotation ‘ ATE"aT’ is translated into We eae 
Fat t B.S. B22 17 
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ship of Jsvara can make, unmake and differently make things, 
Applying this thought to the case of these three entities, 
eause, product and indifferent entities, it is easy to see how 
Isvara can cance! all or make each the other. He might 
have cancelled a different product and produced the 
product ® in question. Or, He could have made the present 
product its cause or an indifferent entity and made the cause 
or indifferent entity the present product. Further even with 
refard to time in which product is supposed to appear, He 
could have ma7e the present past or future and the past or 
future the present. He cculd have even made the present 
pastless or futureless and the product causeless or effactless, 
We are thus required to sce His karana, akarana and anyatha- 
karana—doing, undoing and doing differently with reference to 
every ttem of the world. Sothe fact that He has created a 
product 1s purely an expression of His independent will and 
it only illustrates the final truth taught by the Upasanisad, 
*lechamatram prabhoh srstih.'" Criticism:—This discussion 
is irrelevent ; the translation is completely wrong; and the 
exposition is inaccurate. Weare not required to see God's 
karana, ekarana and anyathakaranea with reference fo every 
item of the world. It is simply impossible. God does not 
exercise these three functions with regard to every item of 
the world. God has the capacity to do or undo a thing or do 
a thing ina manner different from the way in which it is 
done, But he has done everything in some particular manner 
and by His Sankalpa does not change it.** God has acintya 
sakti, power, unthinkable by us. The point is does the 
conception of God's acintya sakti, favour a monistic 
explanation? In the first place God has used His independent 
will, not his Acintya sakti, in creattnd every part of the 
world. His ordinary independent power that is thinkable and 





*2 All this is wrong translation by Mr. H. N. R. and is quite 
unintelligible. 
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that does not break the rules of logic as expressed by his 
sankalpa (desire or will to create) will suffice for the creation 
ofthe world, That power (svatantrya) will not create a 
tmonistic order of things. Granting that God uses Acintya 
sakti, the identity conception is not faveured by such an 
admission. The greatness of God only reveals the absolute 
difference between the world and God and necessitates an 
anti-monistic explanation of life. God has used the causes 
and made the Cosmos a product of many causes by His own 
will, God has not by his ecintys sakti negated the world, or 
negated Himself or has become an “ Adva:ta Murti.” 


The only truth about this matter is ‘God can do 
whatever is in harmony with his perfect and defectiess nature 
(Iswaryz-avirodi). Gad cannot cease to b+ Gad, because 
He is God, All-wise. Besides, Mr. H. N. Raghavendrashar’s 
account of God's power does not help a momstic explanation 
cf things at all. Monism in its only three possible forms— 
materialism, Idealism, double-aspect monism—insists on the 
dilution of distinctness between the s¢veral principles 
postulated. There shoald be only one principle, or quasi 
principles absolutely identical, or bound up by the relation 
of identity-and-difference. Pure and absolute and cternal 
difference (not opposition) such as is admitted in Dvaita is a 
bar toa monistic explanation of life. The ability of God to 
remain alone will not make the philosophy monisu; the 
fact of His being alone or being identical with the world 
in some way, (not of being called identical in a metapho- 
vical manner) is essential for monism. 


p. 17. (85) ‘Change comes from Iswara. It is therefore 
paradhina. The state of a thing obtaining paradhina is 
galled paradhinavisesa avapti. Paradhinavisesa means a 
variety of paradhina. Avapti means obtainment, This is the 
meaning of sristi (creation). So the production of change 
means the production of Svarupa (Svarupa Sristi) of jiva, 
Change is paradhinavisesa and its occurence to jiva is 
paradhina-visesavapti.”:—Some Srutis state that ail nitya 


(8) 87 


things are ' created * at the time of areation, natin the populap 
sense of coming into existence aut of a state of non-existence, 
but in the unimportant sense of beaoming more dependent, 
upon God than formerly by recsiying some additional glory 
dependent upon Him. That is ‘creation’ in a special restricted 
sense. Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar has quite failed to bring 
out this truth stated in 2.3.1. B.S. B.and wrongly calls this 
“Change” which word implies Vikara.*“* Space does not 
undergo ‘ Vikara’; Lakshmi daes not undergo ‘Vikara,’ Mr. 
H. N. R. says:—"' An idea in the mind or a relation to a bady 
is a case of change that occurs to jiva." This is untrue, Only 








%4 There are only four kinds of ‘change.’ They are 
mentioned in A. V.1.4.6.N.S p. 195. The jiva’s getting a 
body etc. do not belong to any of these four categories. 
Therefore the creation of a jiva as Visishta should not be 
expounded as a form of changing the jiva. Also the statement 
that the jiva is produced when the change (paradhine visesa) 
is produced involyes a double use of the word ‘produced’ 
The change is produced in the sense of Adhutvabhavana 
coming into existence out of a state of non-existence; the jiva 
is ' produced ‘ in the sense of paradhinaviseshavapti obtaining a 
new outer body. In English this is an instance of qubbling. Sri 
Madhva says “kutastha” eternal things have no change. Mr, 
H.N. Raghavendrachar says "everything bas change and 
ehange means paradhina visesa” Sri Madhva says eternal 
things have no ‘svarupa utpatti. But Mr. H. N. Raghavendra- 
ehar says that everything nes ‘Svarupa srishti’ and says that 
Svaruza sristi means getting a special trait. The attempt of 
Me. HN. Raghavendracharto give English words impossible 
Meanings which they cannot bear in order to suit his 
pre-conoeived idea is obvious. After all, this 'shange" and 
this ‘Svarupa Sristi’ imply that apace, jiva ets, are coeva} 
with and distinct from God, Where is the room fer Ms, 
H.N, Raghavendrachar’s monism ? “T.S.T. Says. @Rre- 


Sus araraen: Prey we 
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when there is Vizara as when a green mango becomes red or 
8 gold bangle is turned into a ring, or as milk becomes curds or 
eopper becomes silver by a process of alchamy, is it right to 
Say that the thing is changed. By getting a body, the jiva is 
not changed. But the Vedas say that he is also “created” in 
the restricted sense of receiving a dependent something (a 
physical body) which he had not before, but not in the sense 
of changing or of coming into existence out of a state of non- 
existence. Does God change by moving in the world? While 
using an Englisn word to express philosophical truths taught 
in Sanskrit works, should not a writer use it in the sense 
which it has in English usage ? 


p. 19, (37) "' Antahkarana is thus a visista. To give this 
visista to jiva is to create jiva asa visista. The visista is 
not different from the essence or svarupa of jiva" :~- This 
is also a bad rendering of the N.S. passage explained on p. 4. 
The correct meaning of the passage is, when the jiva 
tecomes a visista namely “a jiva with an external body”, 
this visista is created (bas abhutva-bhavanam). As there is 
identity between the Visista (compound) and the visesya 
{jva, the substantive), when the Visista is actually created 
the jive also is said to be created actually (as if he had abhu- 
tva-bhavanam). But as the jiva has Avasthifasvarupa, un- 
changed identity, it does not come inta being; that is, it has 
no abhutva-bhavanam ; therefore it is ‘created’ only in the 
Sense of having received a special dependent trait (a physical 
body}. The jiva therefore does not change and is not 
created in the chief sense ™—the sense which 1s necessary for 





In support of his view that the ‘creation' of jiva is real 
Mr, HN. Raghavendrachar quotes “T. Pr. 2.3.1. QTatet- 
att shag seaftr: agueard: 1 wad Sister oa 
arene oadia Avene sertenaitaand o 


and translates it wrongly into “jiva’s production in this sense 
18 not metaphorical, but it is a real case of production.” Ths 
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deriving everything from God, every moment. What is the 
meaning of the word ‘create’ here? The author cannot tell, 
When a student puts on his coat, is he created? So we have 
to say that when a man puts on his coat his svarupa (self) is 
ereated; So too when a man takes away his coat he is 
created ; when he rides on a bicycle ke is created; when he 
thinks, Ae is created. Every moment as the new time- 
connection is given to him, the jiva is created. God also is 
created and is changed when He is connected with a new 
moment of time. We will have to say there is nothing 
‘svarupato nitya’ changeless in substance and that everything 
is pravahato nitya. Thejiva, it follows, is not an abiding 
entity at all, but a consecutive flow of conscious states (a 
series of new visistas) created anew every moment; This is 
Mr H.N. Raghavendrachar's logic, not Sri Madhva’s. God- 
intoxicated Spinoza reduced his Substance into a monistic 
being. Svatantra-intoxicated Mr. Raghavendrachar has 
reduced a theistic philosophy into a kshanika.vada, a doctrine 
of perpetual creation of jivas on such simple word-play of 
this kind. But if we remember his abuse of the word 
“ oreation” to make it mean dependent elsewhere, his position 
ceases to be very dangerous, The jiva is ‘created’=The jiva 
becomes specially dependent when he gets the antahkarana. 
If this is ait that he means, the abuse of expression is obvious; 
his purpose to expound the philosophy of Sri Madhva as a 
form of monism is frustrated, 





correct meaning is “the ‘creation’ of the jiva by the actual 
creation of the body only to be given to him is not purely, 
nominal. For creation here means giving a dependent trait.” 
This means that the jiva is not created in the chief sense of 
the word creation; but ‘created’ in the unimportant sense cf 
the word creation. Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar's exposition 
deceives his readers by playing upon the words ‘production’ 
“ create’ and ‘change.’ Throughout his book he accepts the 
unimportant meanings of Sanskrit words as their chief! mean- 
ings and chief meanings as unimportant meanings. 
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p. 20. (88) Having criticised the traditional exposition of 
Bvaita, Mr. HIN. Raghavendrachar gives nearly the same 
traditional account of a number of principles with God as the 
chief principle and immanent principle in ail. In conglusion he 
says: “ This,explains how Isvara is the direct or immediate 
cause, Saksat karana’ of all that exists.”:—Here ‘Sakeat’ 
means chief. When e jar is created, God is the ‘chief cause, 
not the immediate cause, indwel{ing in all its causes. ** 


p. 20. (39) “A question may be asked, if Isvara has 
Asesasakti, why has He created this imperfect world? This 
question does not arise, because the philosophics] enquiry 
eoncerns itself with the world that is given and not with 
what ought to be given.”:—This question arises on the 
monistic assumption of Mr. H. N. Ragaghavendrachar that 
dependent cause isno cause and that God creates eternal 
things also. The answer is, God is mat the omy cause 





“The author quotes A. V. 1.1.5, Sate erect weacenar 
wrerorfag 1 aah gadtag qrerdaeada: wat | and 
expounds that God creates everything including jars and tables 


directly. First the authority he has quoted is quite irrelevant. 
The passage means “ Nirguna Brahman is not taught by the 


Vedas; but STATA she Narayana of attributes only 
is taught in the Sastras. Next, in creating a pet, the potter is 
the mediate, chief efficient cause. N.S, 327says 


ge ana eye, God is the chief maker, not the direct 
inaker of the pot. The potter is the direet creator. God by 
His will makes the potter the ‘nmitta’ of his creative 
activity. The potter isa dependent maker. Sea B.S. B. 2. 8. 
17. B.S. B. 1-4-1 ate. N.V.B, p. 44. is quite clear on the 
= _ 
point: —aRagee fat we | wren laeT 
f= tadtente: cates age: yenty Ree- 


FewTd: 1 See also N.S. p. 198. 
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of the world, but the chief and independent esuse of the 
world. Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar regards God as thé 
only cause of the world, puts to himself s question which 
connot be solver on his premises and gives a wrong explanation 
in this and the following sentances without quoting any 
authority at all. We ask “ If God is the only cause why should 
He create other imperfect causes and bring the imperfect 
world into being? From the perfeat only the perfect must 
emanate.” Mr, H. N. Raghavendracher plays intellectual 
jugglery and answers (p.20.): “This question implies that 
what is created must be as perfect as the ereator. In that 
ease, the created is either different from Isvara or not 
different from Isvara. If it is different, it cannot be perfect, 
because perfection implies absence of limit and thus there 
cannot be two perfect entities. If it is not different, it is 
identical with Isvara and then the distinction between the 
ereated and the créator is not justified.” All this is Mr, 
H. nN. R's own view without suprort in the sastras. The retort 
is, thera should be no distinet imperfect world at all if God is 
the only cause or source of the world. One might even 
remark that the very existence of a second world, or the 
very creation of a second imperfect world is 4 limitation to 
‘the Perfect Being. Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar cannot meet 
this objection on his premises. But we answer, that Sri 
Madhva and his commentators deny in A. V.2.1, 6. and in 
N.S. p. 811 ete, that the mere existence of a coeval entity is 
a limitation to the perfection of God. They argue that the 
independent existence of a second being constitutes a limitation. 
God therefore is perfect in spite of the fact that there are 
inqumerable dependent entities coeval with Him. Tne causes 
of the imperfection of the world ere obvious on the pluralistic 
bases of Dvaita philosophy. The created world is imperfect 
because the system of Sri Madhva accepts that God is not the 
only cause of creation. Though He is the chief cause, there 
are other dependent causes, and thus the system becomes a 
doctrine of many esuses, with God as Mukhyakerana.—(see 
miso N. S. B14. for further diseussion)—That is the essence of 
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Pluralism, the reference to many eternal ultimates, the 
Independent and dependent for the explanation of the imper- 
fect world. God who makes use of the several dependent 
causes disproportionately out of his own free will in accordance 
with their natural, and underived disproportionate varying 
natures cannot be called partial or cruel. Such partiality, 
being the expression of God's justice is not a defect. 


p. 21. (40) Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar ignores the depen- 
dent causes and is clogged in the mire of wrong exposition: 
“ Madhva holds, however, that in creating a thing, Isvara 
takes a form that is immanent in that thing.” Where was 
‘that thing’ in which Brahman intended to reside if He were 
the only cause? If Mr, H. N. Raghavendrachar replies there 
are many dependent causes and Brahman is the one indepen- 
dent and chief cause, he reverts to the traditional pluralistic 
account. Or his logic will land him in infinite regress, 
Secondly does God ‘ change’ by taking forms? 


p.21.(41) Mr: H, N. Raghavendrachar presents the 
doctrine of panecabheda and taratamys. How, we ask, should 
all this be if Brahman were tha only cause? A doctrine of 
one cause is Monism, A doctrine of many dependent causes 
with an Iswara, as the chief cause is theism or pluratism. 
Some pluralists assert that the secondary causes have limited 
independence. So too some monists assert that the world is 
unreal. The particular kind of teachings of Madhva enables 
us to gall him a pluralist who maintains that the secondary 
causes have no independence but have only distinet existence, 


p, 21. (42) The monistic bias of Mr. H.N, Raghavendra- 
char leads him to a difficulty when he tries to justify evil: 
“Even the imperfection or dark side of the world helps the 
expression of the bright side of the same. This shows' how 
the things are created on @ prinziple. Imperfection leads to 
eorrecticn and bondage leads to release."—There is no 
support in Dvaita for this exposition. There are many ‘causes 
ot the world dependent upon God distinct from Him. Evil is 


made to destroy itself by attempting to destroy others, There 
is eternal hell for natural sinners. God's hatred of evil is an 
expression of his natura! defectlessness. 


Iv 7 
Mr. H. N. R's strange views and interpretations 
of Srutis. 


—dee— 


p. 23. (43) ‘Svatantra’ is transcendent and it cannot be 
similar to paratantra. So the terms Sadrsa etc., as applied 
to paratantra or pratibimba, mean that its reality is derived 
from Svatantra";—~No. The jiva's reality is not derived from 
Brahman; but dependent upon Brahman. The jiva rs similar 
to God in some respects, though God is transcendent and has 
many dissimilar traits in Him. How can the similarity of the 
world imply that the world’s realtty is derived from God? 
Sri Subbarsyacharya’s Sutrartha Manimanjari 2. 3.18, p. 424 


defines Pratibimbs : eq | aotafiraa aah 
wraetaeatas rearcraan feed | sega adt- 
AHATAGTATAANT TEMATTTAMTAAAT | Where is the 
authority for Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar to conclude that 


the term Sadrsa implies that the world is created by God; or 
has derived reality from God, The idea is opposed to Dvaita.®” 


p. 24, (44) The author quotes A. V. 3.2.42, (It must be 


3. 2. 10): WARRA TAA AATAAATTRAA TAT ATA SHE: 
eae cera: | ora aargaeet gadtara eer | aa 
Rare: wera: wae: | aiseraaa qm: 
WOE: | and wrongly translates it:—"jiva is called abhasa 


"See AV. 2.2.6:-MSMITAG TTTR ete. and 


N.S. to it which prove beyond doubt that ‘similarity’ 
inevitably implies essential duality. 
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‘because its knowledge and existence are always produced by 
Tsvara. dust as a man's shadow is a reflection and a creation 
of the man all the jivas...are pratibimbas.” This is misrepre- 
sentation. The correct interpretation in the light of a clear 
line (wer seefiter ag gaefteratrr’) in that same context, 
not quoted by our author, is:—“As the natural knowledge 
and natural reality of the jiva also is dependent upon God the 
jiva is called a pratibimba (reflection) of God. Just as the 
shadow is similar in some respects to and dependent upon the 
man whose shadow it is, so all the jivas including Caturmukha 
‘re pratibimbas of God." The comparison of the jiva to the 
shadow is not in respect of createdness, but in respect of (i) 
partial similarity of nature (2) and dependence upon another, 





p. 25 (45) Certain statements of Mr. H. N. Raghavendra- 
char are foreign to Dvaita. For example: * Brahmanis para- 
martha inthe sense that It dives reality to all, For this 
reason Brahman is Advaita or Advitiya, Secondless and 
— Dvaita does not maintain a God that gives 
reality to entities which have no reality or which cannot 
take reality being coeval. Brahman is not Secondless. It 
is devoid of an equal or superior. The Sruti is wrongly 
translated. The word ‘»aramartha’ means Supreme Being 
and indicates the idea of God's transcendence, not merely 
* giving reality’ i.e, controlling power. 





p. 25. (46) '‘ Further, to call the world Satya (real) proves 
the paratantra character of the world."—No, Reality is not 
another name for dependence; nor can the ‘reality’ of the 
world by itself be used as an argument to prove that the 
world is dependent. Can we sey that the world is dependent 
because it is real ? The Sruti quoted in support of this position 
is hostile to the author: A.V. 1.1, 6:—@RT& ATIATRL 
ag aaa erqa 1 Asusual, the author wrongly translates 
this :—" Brahman is Satya because it gives satua to the world. 
‘This is the meaning of Sristi (creaticn)."—The correct meaning 
is “ God causes the (born) world to possess existence. He is 
oalled Satys, because He is the creator of the (born) world.” 
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_ B28. (47) On p. 28 there is # piece of lagie which is hard 
to understand: “we must absndon the apparent meaning of 
Sruti and study the implication of the abseda or identity 
taught ty it. This implication consists only in recognizing 
the fact that Brahman.is the Giver of reality ta the world, 
Thus Sri Madhva explains abheda by employing the same 
conceptions, Svatantra and paratantra, that point out bheds 
between the two. Bheda (difference) according to him is thus 
an expression of abheda (identity) as taught by the Sruti. 
Abheda (identity) implies that paratantra can never be 
separated from Svatantra, i.e., it can never exist independent 
of Svatantra. Paratantra is therefore ananya (identical) but 
Brahman is transcendent ":—All this is unsound. Difference 
and identity are opposed. It is therefore wrong ta say that 
Gifference 1s the expression of identity just as it is wrong to 
say that light is the expression of darkness or vice-versa, Sri 
Madhva rejects the conception of identity-and-difference also. 
To Sri Madhva non-difference between the world and 
Brahman is false; metaphorical expressions of identity are 
found in the Vedas to indieate the glory of God as in the 
statement “Rama isa lion.” But Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar 
says that Identity is the chief meaning of the Vedas and 
‘pheda* or difference is ‘gouns,’ metaphorical and adds 
that identity means giver of teolity. Abheda statements are 
goune (figurative) to Sri Madhva; Bheda statements are 
gouna to Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar. What egain is the 
meaning of saying that bheda is the expression of abheda? 
What is the meaning of the word expression or of the 
word ‘implies’ which we have italicised. Where is the 
authority to prave that bheda is an expression of abheda? 


Sei Madhva says in V, 7. ¥. Sere 2 eatvar: | Arar 
qeake seees edereteaeerarat avid aera 5 
WRT mreTe HE shana | ote. 

p. 28, (48} The author quotes authorities and gives mean- 
ings opposed to Sri Madina : (a) “( SQURL, GGURNG aed gen 
ede wqiidgas —Parsmatman sions is Tattvs, There- 
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fore the wise sea Him only. Bhg. T. p. 3." Criticism—On p. 3. 
alone of Bhg. T. the word “‘Tattva” is defined thus: sefterar- 


ae BB care: gia | goarerntary were areafaay 


farg:—" That principle which remains in the past and in 
future as now without undergoing the least transformation 
trom any cause is known to be Tattva by knowers of Tattva.” 
Then comes the quoted passage which means ‘The wise see 
God alona because He alone is the Tattva, the one in- 
dependent changeless being.” If Tattva is so defined God is 
the only Tattua. 


(b) “Brahman is the only one and It is secondless 
(Ekamevadvitiyam Brahma),” says our author,—No. Chapter 
VICh. Up. B. interprets it thus: —QRanadte SRT ees 
earaaiiers Berke Pree came eearaTcK: Brahman 
is undifferenced in Himself and unequalled. 

(c) Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar misinterprets the state- 
ment: Tai Bh. 9, “8a GAMTAL! All this is He because 
He is the giver of all this."—Not correct. The Bhashya 


commentator says:—@TeTeaat | TORT sdtenfy ad- 
wear, eharahiccardta |—Tai. Bh. S.96:—" Cod resides in 


Akasa by the name Sarva and is so called because He is the 
sole responsible maintainer of Satta etc. of the world,” 


(d) Again Bhg. T. 59. passage is misinterpreted :— Ta%- 


srergatrat mmrerer erinder 1 werafcs Sty oe Bera 
eas 1 these that have little or no knowledge do not see 
Brahman as the only meaning of the Vedas; but he alone 
who has pure knowledge sees only Brahman as taught by 
them.”—No. The monrect meaning according to Yadupatya and 
other commentaries is “ Those that are dull of inderstanding 
cannot discern that Brahman is the chief-miedning of the 
Vedas. He who is very intelligent discerns Brahman slone: as. 
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the chief meaning of all all the Vedas by the method of 
pada samanavaya and vakya samanvaya.” The Vedas have three 
meanings. Only the wise can discern God as the chief 


meaning of them. Rg. Bh. p.8. WalSUt: S¢8Sy I V.T. Vv. 
walat was VAG Ul p. 4. 

(e) The A.V. 1.1. 5, Stanza SRR Trex AMTeT aeT- 
Stat qotra | arstanda ve merkMetet tt is interpreted 
as “Therefore the object of enquiry is the Dearest, the All- 
complete, Vasudeva, the Secondless, Parabrahman the 
Highest."—Not correct, N, S. (p. 122.) translates ‘Advandvam’ 
into ‘asamam without an equal.’ So the correct interpretation 
is: “ Therefore our Parabrahman, full of auspicious attributes, 


unequalled and called Vasudeva, the Highest of all beings must 
be made the object of (Vedic) inquiry.” 


(f) On p, 29, the author quotes A, V. 3, 2, 46.— ae Sae 
aorenet ana catag | Seaa aS AFer ti and says "So 


Sri Madhva coneludes " Bhagavan, and Bhagavan only, is 
taught by all the Vedas.” :--The reference ought to be, not 
3.2.46 but 3.2.15. The intended meaning is that the chief 
meaning of the entire Vedas is Brahman of infinite attributes.” 
(See N.S, p. 523.) if all the Vedas teach only Brahmap and 
nothing else, how could we know the existence of other 
spiritual entities ? 


(8) The author quotes Bhg, T. 21. on p. 29: erate aq 
eet faut: aera: sede: | aerantulsereraraet 
Reig and wrongly interprets it without reference to the 
losses: “ Because Satta ete. of Vishnu are Svatantra, He is 
different (Anya) from the world. And because all else derives 
Satta, etc. from Brahman, though it is by nature different from 


Brahman, it is identical (ananya) with Brahman.’—No. The 
correct version of the italicised sentence should be “As the 


gatta of all etse different from Brahman is depandent upon 
Brahman, though all is really different from Brahman, it is 


spoken of (figurdticely) ax if it were identical with Brahman, 
See also Bhe. T. 2. 6. 15. 

(h) On p. 27 Mr. HN. R. quotes Bhg. T. 126 :—eererw 
wera aaa fragteg and wqene: afee sear 
WAYA and writes: “ These expressions mean that from the 
standpoint of Brahman the world is neither sat nor rasty and 
the so-called cetana is not cetana”:—This is absurd. The 

* phrase from the standpoint of Brahman is very badly misused, 
The correct meaning is: “lf the word cetana is defined as in- 
dependent knower then Vishnu is the only cetana: If the 
word Vastu is defined as independent Leing then Cod is the 
only Vastu. 


{49) Many of the quotations given by the author are 
misinterpreted and misused. On one oceasion, the writer 
quotes Sri Madhva’s expianation that God is ealied ‘ Advaita’ 
because of his power of destroying Dvaita which means 
delusion according to a special interpretation. Does this 
quotation prove Mr. H. N. Reghavendrachar's monism in 


Dvaita? (See V.T.V. Chil. aurbrat oa ow Se av ar 
werd:) 


(60) The gross abuse of Sanskrit and English words in the 
exposition of our author becomes apparent to one who 
considers the following illustrations:—(?) “Author of all’ is 
boterpreted as Niyaneke {ruler} on p20. (2) The Sanskrit 
word Adhina (dependent) is translated into derived an p. 26. 
(8) The English word creation is interpreted as ‘ Adhinatva’ 
(dependence) on p. 6. (4) Creator is turned into Niyamaka 
{ruter) on p, 10. (5) Derived reality is translated into depen 
dont on p43, and (8) ‘Giver of restity” is translated into 
Niyamaka (ruler) on p. 15. (7) One Real, AH, Secondless and 
‘other monistic expressions are paraphrased inte “Sarvottama” 
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(bigest, Being) on fp. 15. (8)  Patatenten (dependent) ments. 
product,’ says he, on p.5. (9) On page 28. the term Abheda 
(identity) itsel? is expounded as rremning ‘giveh of reality,” 
which agam, as already stated, means Niyemeka. Bhecda 
(difference) is used for derived rentey=dependence. 'Bheda’ 
is the expression of abheda has to mean that dependence is 
expression of Niyarmens. (10) The definitions of Monism and 
Monotheism are the mest curious of all :—" At every stage of 
his thought Sri Madhve amplifies in unambiguous language his 
favourite expression Hari is Sarvottama—the highest principle 
ofall, To make use of English terms, his system is unmodilied 
monism in the sense that it traces everything absolutely to 
one principle ie. Brahman. It isthus far from dualism and 

pluralism. Further to call his thought monotheism is not to 

do justice to him. Monotheism implies something of religious 
faith. But mere faith as opposed to reason has no place in 

his philosophy.” No student of philosophy will agree to this. 

Who wil say that a doctrine of God as Sapvottama (superior 

te an absolutety distinct real world) is monism ? Who, again, 

will say that monatheism is mere religion opposed to reason ? 
is al} religion irratioral ? Dees Sri Medhva deny religion? 
Lat the reader judge for himself and gccept the views of Mr. 
HEN. R. with eantion Mr... R has converted a doctrine of 
Ceperdeance iste x dectrime of entity by wrong use of words: 
and plausitle reasoning. 


Vv 
Dvaita and Mr. H. N. Baghavendrachar’s view. 


~—waio 
WV. T.V. ond ie AV. 1. Sei Madhom states the 
siemmary of his teechings: V.T. V. p. 4: serene oie 
sete 5 nied walouat | The conclusion, thet all the 
‘VWasins have. her thai eisiet intended tench ing the superiority of 
Brahmesso olf other beings = sensonmsbbe nine. A, ¥. 2. 3. be 
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Wide alate eget: | Petia cea 
wraftarda: Absolute Perfection and defectlessness of 


Brahman, dependence of everything else upon BL aes is« 
the correct decided teaching. 


The reasoning for and the corollary of this position is. 
stated in the next stanza:—@aqac@ Satay aae waa 


ate: | agreed az hkaqeag: tt Brahman is pertect 


and defectless because He is independent. This independence 

must be predicated of Brahman in order to establish His 
defectlessness.* Also absolute difference from everything 

other than Him should be predicated to Him to establish His 

defectlessness, At the same time, if identity is predicated, 

Brahman becomes defective. 





58 According to Bradley, the absclutist, onlv the inc upen- 
dent can be real, non-self-contradictory ;*reality is therefore 
one; the independent is unrelated. But Sri Madhva's 
conceptions of independence, reality, relation at.) oneness 
are quite different, Dependent reality, independe..- reality 
in the midst of and along with @ dependent many: related 
independence are not not se!f-vontradictory conerj‘ "ts to 
Sri Madhva. Difference from and relation to an esc wully. 
distinet but dependent many are the indispensable fsct +; of 
asystem which maintains a perfect - eng free frou all 
defects. The dualism of Svatantra.'i" .antra is the Iogical 
corollary of a ‘Perfectionist’ doctzin> according to Sri 
Madhya; that is, the perfection, of God taught in the 
Upanishads can be maintained only hy accepting that the real 
world is distinct from and dependent upon God, But Monism 
ig: the logical corollary of a perfectionist doctrine to the 
Absolutists hke the Advaitins ete.; that is, if ‘Reality 1s held to 
be pure and spotlesss, it must be piedicateléss, urirelated and 
without a second (the world). The former explains hfa; the 
latter explains away the fact’al life.: Read A.V. 2.2 6. . 


1 


The question arises why this difference should be acee- 
pted as absolute. The answer is AWN caataly. 


wget qa | soacien® RqaT y Dependence upon God must 
be predicated of even the liberated souls in order to establish 
the perfection of God. For the same reason, difference also 
from Brahman should be predicated of the liberated, 


Will not the concept of ilentity-and difference solve the 
problem? The answer is, ‘no:—Rataacwaga araraa- 
frarra: 1 Jf identity-and-diffarence between Brahman and 


the world is accepted, the element of identity makes Brah- 
man defective. In identity-and-differenece, if the element 
of difference cannot drive out identity, it is nominal diffe- 
rence and so it cannot preserve Brahman trom defects. 
Pure disference alone is capable of negating identity bet- 
ween the world and Brahman and making possible the 
conseytion of Brahman as defecttess, 


The next question is whether the perfection of God is not 
alfestzd bv the admission that eternal entities are coeval with 
God. The answer is given ir 4. V.2, t. Sutra 19, and N. So 


299 qucted on p.14, The conclusion is “ @MTatat Qatar 


aqraraaeae | aan araa aaatatentranraa, 


Ti  -eaning is, the mere existence of a second thing cannot 
constitute a limitation to God. The independent existence of a 
secand thing Lonstitutes a limitation to God; on the other 
hand, the cepender’ existence of coevals expresses the rich- 
ness of Gad's glory 
The further question is, will not the existence of an 
‘anadi’ principle uncreated by God in the chief sense imply 
its independence of God in point of its existence? " No” say 
A, V.2.2.2 and T. C. 379, ete, “‘Anadi” things have no- 
ereation ; the glory of the Lord does not suffer even if the 
‘ Anadi’ things are said to be not dependent upon God in respect 
.0f qualities which they do not possess. But even anadi things are 
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apeadent upon God for their existence, and other qualities 
whieh they possess, as the shadow has a distinct co-existence 
dependent upon the man whase shadow it is Distinct exis 
tence and dependent existence are not contradictaries. As 
todd in B.S, B. 2. 3. 15 the jiva is an eternal nirpupadhike pra- 
tibimbe af the Lord, not peaduced by Him, but never indepen- 
dent of Him meny quality hg bas, B.S. B. 2. 3,16. T.P.p 11d 


seys:—Percasita: | fewer tareat staraaaeara, | Sut- 
qe aeercrerneang )... aa sathie Rava 
Wek Rares 1 erecarqaits a firth sear 6 


The Svarupa Srshti® of the entire dependent work? 
{second to God) is denied in A.V. 1. 4. 6 and 2, 3, 1, as it 
involves the creation of things without a material cause or 
implies thet Brahman is the materiel cause of the warld. N.S. 


pda etargrartedt fete | a areraterenrgararn 
faa ae sommes Wa sperraxt fit. 
Gp. 199m aavgtaretewradt, ete. B.S. B. 


2.1.4. A.V. 2. 2. 8 state that the creation of something out of 
nothing cannot be accepted. One sentence may be quoted —~ 





* The passage T, C, 379 referred to is quotated on p. 43 f. 
See also p. 14 f. 


© Svarupe Srshti (Svarupena srshti) means the craation 
of the thing itself. A table or a jar has Svarupa Srshti. The 
table itself was non-existent and came into being out of its 
materia! cause. But the jiva was existent hefore the time of 
creation and so has no svarupa Srshti. But the jiva may be 
ovented ‘dehi," or the ‘ruler of = country.” Such creation 
consitts in the investment of the jiva with a new glory which 
behad set before. But it is not a case af Svarupe sristi. 
the jiva were the transformation of saother thing as the 
table is the transformation of wood; it would be right to say, 
that tha jive also has Saarave Srshti. Read M. T. Nu Ch. 
24.234. 


(10) 73 
avert wera arat Nee 1 GR Ml Hence the 


theory of ‘Sarva Srshti’™ the crestion of even eternal things 
is refuted in T.S. p. 5. quoted on p. 39-40 f. As Sri Madhva 
denies creation to eternal things unequivocally, the final 
teachings of the Sastras is (T. S. T. p, 5): aur eqareq- 
araraey aqeftanara il—The individuality and essential cha- 
wacters of allthe real beings eternal and non-eterna! are 
dependent upon God. 

But truths become more impressive if they are expressed 
figuratively. Hence the Vedic seers and mystics who pro« 
pounded the fact that the reality of eterna! things is dependent 
upon God said figuratively, “God gives reality to all things,’” 
From this figure emerged the imaginative conception, that 
the world has no reality of its own, that it has only God-given 
reality; that God is the only source ofall reality. The next 
stage of the growth of this imaginative idea was the conception 
that there is no reality outside God, God is the reality, all is 
Purusha. These three {stages of imaginative reflection are 
expressed also in figurativef language; and these expressions 
metaphorically convey the truth that the reality of all things 
is dependent upon God. 


But Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar quotes:—T. S. T 
renuarearra wadty afesareant ert WT. S.T.(R)— 
quite qfereqdare aarti it he thinks that this passage 


implies that THT “ Lakshmi,” etc., also have creation, ete., in 
the chief sense Mr. H. N. R. is not right. Sri Raghavendra 
Swamin means that the word ‘Satta’ means Te 

also and that from the point of view of tnat unimportant sense 
of the word, we may say that everything takes creation at the 
hands of God (i.e, if creation 1s interpreted as getting s 
dependent trait.) The commentaries of S. and S. D., ete., ne» 
move ail doubts on the point. The passages quoted on p. 3. f. 
show that according to Sri Raghavendra Swamin himself, the 
chief meaning of creation is ‘coming into cxistence out of a 
state of non-existence.’ 
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That the giving of Svarupa, pramiti; pravritti to eterna, 
things is metaphorical becomes manifest to one who readi 
passages quoted on p. 28 f. 361.44 f, where these truths are 
told unequivocally in literal expression. The passage in N. S 
Pp. 124 quoted on p.26f. explains that Vedic statement: 
spparently teaching that God isthe only reality, God is the 
giver of reality etc,, are all figurative expressions of imagi- 
native ways of thinking the truths that God is one without ar 
equal or superior and that he is the maintainer of the 
reality of eternals and the efficient cause of the reality of 
non-eternals, 


This figurative monism or Gouna-advaita of thet} Sastras, 
is mistaken for real monism by Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar, 
The only justification for Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar's book 
and article is that offered by the poet Milton:—" Bad meals 
will searce breed good nourishment in the healthiest con- 
coction: but herein the difference is of bad books, that they 
do to a discreet and judicious reader serve in many respects 
to discover, to confute, to forewarn, and to illustrate,"— 
{p. 18. Areopagitica.) 


As regards nomenclature, Sri Madhva himself has allowed 
five figurative monistic expressions as appelations explanatory 
of the nature of the identity taught in a few of the millions of 
Vedic texts. All the Vedas are dualistic texts. Some texts 
are ambiguous in character, Even they canbe construed in 
8 primary dualistic sense, But being ambiguous, they can be 
interpretad as favouring identity. The identity taught in. 
them, Sri Madhva says, is not non-difference because it is 
refuted by numberless valid authorities of an unequivocally, 
dualistis character. Therefore the identity conveyed by 
them is of a secondary character as in the expression, Rams 


isalion. Such passages embodying ators are figurative. 


expressions of identity teaching one of five (dualistic) truths. 
A.V. 2.3. 14. and 1.1.1. point out that there are five varieties: 


of figurative expressions of identity: arequrag ; eraser 


76 


(not Svatantra-advaita) ; Sreaaq (not visishta-abheda) ; 
TAFT and HAV (in salvation). N.S. p. 451 -—SrewTtar 


Faq: erewaraag: il 

The identity language employed by the Srutis in those few 
passages figuratively teach the similarity of the jiva to God; 
the independence of God; the unequalled glory of God; the 
‘one-mindedness of God and the soul in Mukti, or the identity 
of their abode in Mukti, But this monistic language (devoid of 
the substance, namely monism) signifying truths opposed to 
monism no more secures the identity needed for a monistia 
doctrine or destroys the dualistic character of the whole 
system than the expression Rama is a lion proves the 
identity of or destroys the difference between Rama and tha 
beast. After all they are designed as explanatory names of 
the character of the contents of a few out of infinite Vedic 
statements. This figurative usage of monistic expressions, 
while denying factual identiy between the world and God, 
shows that the two ultimate entities Sri Madhva has accepted 
are closely related and that his dualism is unlike any other 
discredited dualistic system in the world. Real monism in 
all its forms is rejected. T,S.T. has a wholesale condem- 


nation of monism:—G&G THAT aeatate aeae | aT lt 


®& Similarity, independence, superiority, one- mindedness 
snd occupation of one space da occasion usages of identity 
between distinct things: as for example, Ramais a lion; the 
king won the battle; Arjuna was the only bow-holder of the 
times; the king and the minister are of ona mind; The two 
armies became one at Egypt. These usages indicate also that if 
two things are to be related they need not be} really identical, 
‘The sentence ‘Rama is a lion’ primarily teaches that ‘Rama 
is identical with the lion’; the intended meaning of the 
figurative expression is ‘ Rama is similar to a lion in courage “3 
So the identity taught there is not real: it is a usage of. 
identity to express similarity. The other four examples also 
must be construed in a similar manner. 
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_ ' Spi Maghve’s Dvaits repudiates Pantheism and Nat! 
palism and other theories which identify the real worl 


with God. A. V. 8. 2. 10:—eiaqtwerkey Qduiknraay: t: 
edttteanaatee ter y atemntyeia ere 
sargisae” wT | 

It discards Materialism, the theory that everything is 
form of matter: A. V. 2.2.1 —saeagetcear 
tl... FeaAtaaey Awaenasas 1... wT 
euiratianteoract zara 

The Idealistic hypothesis that Reality is all consciousnes. 
is criticised in T.S. Tera Vaawae atrcrerr we 
eae | oe arftraeafatt fee Wa. v. 1.4.6.7 Fat 
fer: aromtaatead 1 aaaafterit Faas: 
qraa il 


The theory that the world is unreal and Brahman or 
Knowledge is the only realty 1s disproved in A. V. 2,2. 8 anc 


2. 2. 9. One sentence may be quoted aya faerie ferear- 
@ AT At STAT It 


Sri Madhva denounces the conception of the ultimate 
unity of the jiva and Brahman, or of the paratantra anc 


Svatantra; A.V. 3. 2. 10: —afererarera: | Mtateceer 
wquaeaga: uot. v. Tate eet — 
get: | wearetsd aweait safe: | shrigricnisean 
TATA ZITS: 


Lastly the conception of identity-and-difference (between 
the self and the Absolute) which is the pivot of many forms of 
unvedic monism of the West, is rejected as opposed to 
experience and all the sources of valid knowledge: A.V. 4. 2. 


iva 


tatreduction cays: OR Se ER gered mor wahtfe 
gfeat i acta git fierfier a cerftaivaca ga- 
fy 


Thus as every form of monism is untenable, on pure 
philosophice! considerations, Sri Madhva’s Tattva-vada may 
aptiy be named Qualified Natural Dualism.@ The Svatantra 
is naturally different from the asvatantra. The qualification 
consists in the fact that the two ultimately irreducible 
principles that are accepted are always related Ly the laws 
of their inherent natures, Relation, according to Sri Madhva 
does not imply identity of nature of the things related. On 
the contrary, as a general rule, relation between two things 
implies their essential duality of nature. Hence Svatantra and 
paratantra are essentially distinct principles, because they 
are related; and there is nothing in the conception of relation 
of Niyamya-niyamaktva (ruled-and-ruler) between them to 


- dilute their essential difference P. D. 8. 3. says:—fagrereriy 
FI: T. V. mentions the only six contingencies which 
necessitate the conception of identity-and-difference between 
two things; RAWRS. . 2) Seeing ata Que 
wat: | Rreofraradtencear sft: 1 rege 
aq adsintharch a t.v. 7 ergata | erga 
QierT (| The world and Brahman do not belong to any one of 
these six groups. The Siddhants, then, ss:—8Tfaret wera 


weit warts PRAAHT H(A. V. 2.2. 6) “Brahman is identi- 
cal with His forms and attributes and is absolutely differant 
from non-God, the entire world.” 





® The word qualified is used figuratively or in the sense 
of “ with special qualifications which entitle it to claim to be 
the mosttrutitul explanation of life and the most fuithful 
system to the Vedas,” 
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Sri Madhva repestediy calls the attention of his readers 
to the Svatantra-paratantra dvaits. The duslism of God and 
the world is again and again described as Svatantra-paratantra 
4ifference. The reason is obvious. The very word paratantra 
implies that the world is naturally dependent upon God 
immanent in it and is therefore related to a second being. 
The word Svatantra implies by its definition the transcendent 
glory of God. The former—the idea of paratantra, as 
defined—esehews the defects of unphilosophical dualisms and 
pluralisms which cannot explain the problems, of variety, free- 
will, worid-order, harmony and uniformity of nature; the 
latter—the idea of Svatantra as defined-emphasises the« 
absolute and ultimate distinctness of the two elements 
postulated, prevents the system from degenerating into the 
barren simplicity of sll forms of monism® and idealism and 
safeguards the dualistic character of the system. The system 
is thus Natural Dualism, the duslism cf two ultimately distinct 
but ever related beings; dualism with a qualification not 
possessed by any other system in the world, for the difference 
and the relation are both natural and mutually unopposed in 
character. 


CONCLUSION 





Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar’s article is a manual of 
Theism. The quotations he has given are al] dualistic in 
significance. But by misusing them and misinterpreting them 
at times, and sometimes by using them in wrong contexts and 
by wrongly defining the terms monism, theism,. ete., he 


“TS. T.p.2:—erew oR mate wera Fert 
Tarte Set | Ter i 


A, V. 1.1.1; 3.2. 1. ete, show the force of logic with 
which Sri Madhva repudiates monism in all its forms; and 
how earnestly he thinks that monistic lendings are a degrada- 
tion, not an exaltation to a philosophical system which aims 
to be a true explanation of life and universe, 
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mystifies his readers into a belief that there is no second 
cause at ail'in the system of Sri Madhva, as if a dependent 
cause has no distinct individuality. The philosophy which 
maintains that God is responsible for everything, is Theism; 
that which holds that God is everything is monism, In 
Christianity we have a theistic conception of God who 
actually creates a world with no material causa; the world 
according to the Bible is actually derived from God. Still 
substantial difference is admitted between the world and God. 
and so the system is cailed a form of Theism and not monism 
except ina very loose sense. There is no example of a monis- 
tic system in the world which maintains two reals devoid of 
factual identity in some form or other, in other words which 
sccepts absolute distinctness between the two reals postulated. 


Dveita, on the other hand, accepts many eternal coevals 
with inherent reality of their own distinct from God and the 
fact that they are all dependent upon the God immanent in 
them does nat take away their distinct individualities and 
entitle us to regard them as constituent elements of a moni- 
stic schome of thought. Mr. H.N. Raghavendrachar ignores 
this aspect of Sri Madhva's teachings. The existence of a 
Svatantra is a gift of the Vedas. From the idea of Svatantrya 
with which Mr, H. N, R. begins his thesis, the Gunapurnatva 
{pertection) of God, is to be inferred. On the other hand, Sri: 
Madhva's philosophy starts with the idea of perfection and 
accepts the quality of independence as a proof of the admitted 
perfection£© The philosophy of a perfect God is Theism. 
There is no need to feel ashamed of being a Tneist. No nation 
can be without God for jong, for all nations are rooted in 
Him. Theism will be the ruling philosophy of the world in- 
eluding Russia ; for it is Truth. 


See V.T.V. p. 1: —aateee Tataer Pet: aeeeat 
RaaaTEa | and N.S. 312.—H9at: saga: cette: 
Tor CETTE 





ABBREVIATIONS 





A V—Anuvyakhyana. 

Ai Bh—Aitareya Bhasbya. 

Ai Bh T—Aitareya Bhashya 
Tika, 

B S—Brahma Sutras. 

BS B—Brahma Sutra Bhashya. 

B. S. B. D.—Brahma Sutra 
Bhashya Dipika. 

Bhg.~-Bhagavata. 

Bhg. T.—Bhagavata Tatparya 

Br Bh—Brhadarang Bhasya. 

DP P Y—Dvaita Philosophy 
and its place in the Veda- 
nite. 

D P Psy—Dictionary of Philo- 
sophy and Psychology. 

(Wrongly printed as D P S$), 

D S—Dvadasa Stotra. 

En R E—Eneyclopedia of 
Religion and Ethies. 

Gita Bh—Gita Bhasya. 

G V—Gita Vivritti, 

M S S—Madhva Siddhanta 
Sara. 

MT N-—Mahabharata Tatparya 
Nirnaya. 

M V—Madhva Vijaya. 

N S—Nyaya Sudha, 

N V—Nyaya Viverana. 

N Y B—Nyaya Vivarana Bha- 
vabodha. 

OE D—Oxferd English Dic- 
tionary. 


P C—Pramane Candrika, 

P D—Prameya Dipika. 

S—Srinivass Tirthiya. 

S D—Satyadharma. 

S T R M—Sattattva Ratna- 
mals, 

T C—Tatparya Candrika, 

T P—Tattva Prakasike. 

T S—Tattve Sankhyana. 

TS T—Tattva Sankhyana Tika. 

TST(R)—Tattva Sankhyana 
Tika Raghavendra Tirthiya 

TS T (S)-Tattva Sankhyana 
Tika Srinivasa Tirthiya, 

T V—Tattva Viveka, 

TV T—Tattva Viveke Tike, 

Tai Up—Taittareya Upanishad. 

Tai Bh—Taittareya Bhashya. 

Tai Bh T—Taittareya Bhashya 
Tika. 

Tai Bh T (S)—Taittareya Bha- 
shya Tika Srinivasa Tir- 
thiya. 

U K M—Upadhikhandana Man- 
daramanjeri. 

VTNorVT V—Vishnu Ta- 
ttva-Vinirnaya. 

VTIVT ” Fy Tika, 

VTVT@B)— ,, ” » 
{Bhavadipa), 

Y M—Yukti Mallike. 

@B W—Chandogya Bhashys, 


4 fr rendemg y 


Extract cf a flew opinions on Dvaitapradipa 
and Tattva Sikshe 


1. ... The work by Prof. D. Vasudevacharya...is a highly 
scholarly defence of Dvsita Vedanta particularly, as well as 
other systems....... Such eminent authorities...... have pointed 
out that Mr. H. N. Raghavendracharysa has misunderstood not 
only Sri Madhva but also Sri Ramanuja and Sri Sankara.... 
lentirely agree with Prof. Vasudevacharya inthe view that 
Mr. Raghavendracharya should not misrepresent any of the 
great acharyas, In view of these facts every impartial reader 
will find it a source of great delight and profit to go through 
Prof. Sriman Vasudevacharya's highly authoritative and 
scholarly work, 

V. SUBRMANYA IYER, 


Retired Registar of the University of Mysore 


9, treat caaegrarh:—aenraaary saya 
RITES TMT AIT | Aat AT: 
gett wea eam FaeRreteaenrs fara 
east a Ras fax feeq aaiteAsiena | at cre 
(Dvaita philosophy and its place in the Vedanta) ... Agra 
aamiade xf... daréte frataaaa 


Mahamahopadhyaya ANANTAKRISHNA SASTRI. 
Univers-ty of Calcutta, 


8. ... Pandit D. Vesudevacharya has argued in simple,. 
striking and straightforward Kannada that the description of 
Sri Madhva as a ' monist‘' and of Dvaita Vedanta as ‘monism” 
given by Prof. H. N. Raghavendracharya...is totally untenable 


in the light of the internal evidence afforded by the works of 
Sri Madhva and those of his Commentstors......The author 
has singled out about twenty five contexts from the work of 
Mr. H. N. Ragahavendracharya and refuted them in detail 
citing throughout textual! testimony from the original Sanskrit 
sources.......Vidvan Vasudevacharya is to be congratulated on 
his vigorus and virile vindication of Sri Madhva’s system. 





The Hindu, 31—10—43, 
Dr. R. NAGARAJA SARMA. 


4, ... 1] am glad to say that you have succesfully challenged 
tha position of Dr. H.N. Raghavendracharya who, | believe, 
has done greatest disservice to the cause of Dvaita Philosophy- 
You deserve to be congratulated on the prompt reply you have 
issued to Dr. H. N. Raghavendracharya to his unsystematic 
and confusing treaties of philosophy. 


(Sd.) Dr. R. S. PANCHAMUKHi, 
Director of Kannada research, 
Dharwar. 
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